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CHAPTER

1
Preamble

Since 2007 Denmark has had a Parental Responsibility Act which since 2011 has been heavily
criticised by national as well as international authorities.
On April 2019 Denmark revised its Parental Responsibility Act to prioritise the child’s best
interest. Nevertheless, it appears as if domestic violence and abuse of children is ignored to an
even higher degree than before April 2019 in custody, residence and visitation cases.
In September 2020, the Supreme Court decided to strip a mother of her parental rights due
to “visitation harassment”1 . The Supreme Court did not assess the prolonged domestic abuse
and the father’s drug abuse, which previously had resulted in supervised visitation. With this
decision, the Supreme Court signalled that the child’s best interest must continue to be the
child’s right to its parents even if one parent is violent and a drug user.
In February 2020, Physicians for Human Rights (PHR) published the report ”You Will Never
See Your Child Again, The Persistent Psychological effects of Family Separation” [1] You Will
Never See Your Child Again, The Persistent Psychological effects of Family Separation which
accentuates how children and protective parents display a variety of grave symptoms pertaining to Post Traumatic Stress Syndrome due to severe traumatisation during and after forced
separation. The report identifies this pattern as torture. Danish children and mothers develop
critical symptoms of Post-Traumatic Stress Syndrome, depression and anxiety due to direct
threats of separation from their children unless they cooperate with their abuser. Mothers
of foreign nationality who have been subjected to domestic violence and as a direct outcome
hereof lose part of the custody also lose their residence permit and are thus forced to reside
outside Denmark. These mothers and children are separated indefinitely.
The structural victim blaming, disbelief and humiliation of mothers and children surviving
domestic violence and abuse resulting in direct threats of separation and actual separation
of mother and children combined with the grave symptoms of PTSD, anxiety and depression
suggest similarities to the conclusions in the report from PHR. Although the conduct may be
caused by a general lack of knowledge about the cause and effect of domestic violence Denmark has since 2011 been advised by national and international authorities to educate staff,
hereunder judges and psychologists in domestic violence and abuse of children. Denmark has
categorically neglected to observe its obligation to comply with these expert advices.
The Agency of Family Law currently utilise 12 months (sometimes longer) to process an application for visitation, residency or custody, which can lead to prolonged separation between
children and mothers who have lost custody privileges.
1

We refer to case 2 in appendix 1
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Mothers who lose custody privileges are customarily the residence parent and therefore there
are no assigned visitation rights between the mother and child when the child is relocated.
Since April 2019 we have received a high number of cases from mothers who are domestic
violence survivors and consequently lose part of the custody.
As of yet studies on the extent of trauma in children separated from their protective parents has not been conducted in Denmark. However, we have noticed an increase in forced
placement into foster care of the children where an abusive and violent father has attained full
custody. Further we have noticed that social services frequently get involved to support the
child after the child has been separated from its mother suggesting that it is not in the child’s
best interest to be removed and lose contact to its mother.
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2

Parental Responsibility Act
The Parental Responsibility Act was implemented in 2007 and based on the child’s equal right
to both biological parents. The Parental Responsibility Act has been subject to international
criticism, as the child’s right to both parents has been prioritised over to the child’s right to
safety and a life without violence.
This chapter begins with an explanation of the background of the Parental Responsibility Act
in section 2.1. In section 2.2, an explanation of the points in the parental responsibility act,
which has raised international criticism will be given. Finally, issues concerning the revised
parental responsibility act from 2019 will be discussed in section 2.3.

2.1 Background
‘Equal right to both biological parents’ became the principal focus in the Parental Responsibility Act of 2007 as it was considered to be in the foremost best interest of the child. Protection,
safety, and attachment was downgraded as secondary factors when evaluating the child’s best
interest.
To mainstream this practice psychologists and caseworkers developed a method and practice validating the child’s right to both parents as being in its best interest. The practice
involves the consensus that the worst a child can experience is to be put in a ‘loyalty conflict’
between its biological parents. Consequently, the definition of good parenting became skills of
collaboration and not skills of caring and protecting. Domestic violence survivors and mothers
of abused children are to a very high degree accused of alienating fathers despite solid documentation of violence and/or abuse. Allegations of postpartum depression and mental illness
are habitually utilised to discredit mothers although these allegations are not substantiated in
medical records.
We refer to the Ministry of Social Affair’s legislative guide to the Parental Responsibility
Act no. 9279 of 20/3 2019 where it is stated: “If the other parent is the best suited to accommodate the collaboration regarding the child and ensure contact to the other parent it must
be included as a strong element for transferring custody to the other parent”.
The notion that cooperation is the foremost important skill as a parent and the persistent
dismissal of including evidence of domestic violence and abuse of children into the evaluation
of custody and visitation cases has resulted in a significant increase in mothers who lose custody of their children.
During the past six years, single fathers in Denmark with sole custody has increased by 9 %
nationally and in the municipality of Copenhagen by 16.1 %. In one municipality, the increase
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is as much as 46 %. When adding fathers who are in relationships and married who has been
granted residence status and full custody the increase is much higher.
Despite hospital reports, statements from protective facilities and specialized psychologists or
psychiatrists confirming domestic violence and/or child abuse the main reason for granting a
father full custody is that he will be the best parent to ensure that the child has equal rights
to both parents. As of yet no studies have been conducted to confirm that this perception is
valid. We have to the contrary observed that the father does not ensure contact between the
child and the mother after he gets full custody.
Most psychologists employed by the family court system wrongly attribute a child’s statements of abuse to the mother who is then accused of trying to affect the child in an attempt
to alienate the father.
In 2011, Socialstyrelsen1 published a four-year study on ‘Children and women in families with
violence’. The study demonstrated that the Agency of Family Law (previously Statsforvaltningen) disregarded evidence of violence and sexual abuse of children and mothers subsequently
forced children to live with violent and abusive parents. Moreover, the study found that many
parents did not inform the authorities about their concerns of sexual abuse because those concerns would not be believed and perhaps result in loss of custody.
In 2013, an empiric study by the department of trauma psychology at the University of Southern Denmark confirmed that mothers who are victims of stalking from the father of their child
develop Post-Traumatic Stress Syndrome due to the degrading case handling by Danish authorities. The study revealed that mothers and their children are disbelieved and humiliated with
little or no support to cease the stalking. 13,3% of the mothers reported that they withheld
information about stalking to the Agency of Family Law as they feared to appear crazy to
those evaluating custody and visitation or because they are too afraid of their stalker [2].
Despite children’s firm protest and detailed descriptions of violence and abuse psychologists,
custody evaluators and social workers routinely attribute the child’s opposition to a violent
father as being caused by the mother. The absence of knowledge of domestic violence and child
abuse contribute to this bias [3], however gender equality politics also appear to contribute
considerably to this practice.

2.2

International criticism of the Parental Responsibility
Act of 2007

In 2016, the Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW) in
case communication no. 46/2012 of March 14, 2016, para 5.5 [4]. found that the Parental
Responsibility Act was violating international law. CEDAW decided, by an overwhelming majority, to demand that Denmark change its family law within six months. The Committee’s
decision was made by 18 votes in favour and one against. The demand from the UN in 2016
should have initiated that Danish authorities reopened and re-evaluated approximately 100,000
1

Socialstyrelsen is part of the Ministry of Social and Domestic Affairs and act as a counselling body on
social matters concerning children, disabilities and vulnerable groups.
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custody and visitation cases in order to make decisions comply with the UN recommendations
and international law.
The parliament disregarded the report from CEDAW and the mother in the case has not
seen her son since he was abducted by the father in the street in Austria. The practice towards mothers remain the same today indicating a gender biased viewpoint resulting in fathers
abducting children who legally reside abroad without consequences. Contrarily we have observed an increasingly and worrisome intimidation of mothers who withhold their children from
an abusive father after The Agency of Family Law grants the father temporary full custody.
Mothers are being arrested and charged for child abduction2 if they refuse to comply with the
temporary decision for as little as 4 days. In February two mothers got a restraining order
against their child because they visited their estranged child in school. The restraining orders
are of a duration from 3- 5 years thus barring the mothers from applying for visitation. In
both cases the mother was previously denied a restraining order against the father although
it was documented that he was violent. Although the Family Court subsequently declares
the temporary decision made by The Agency for Family Law unlawful the child will not be
returned to its mother because the mother is now charged with a criminal offence.
In May 2019, a Danish father violently abducted his 2-year-old son in a playground in Ukraine
[5]. Hereafter the Danish Embassy in Kiev hid him and the child for more than a week
notwithstanding that the child legally resided with his mother in Ukraine. The child was only
recovered and handed back to his mother because the Ukrainian foreign minister adamantly
demanded that the Danish state returned the child. As part of the agreement to have the child
returned to his mother the Danish minister of foreign affairs Anders Samuelsen insisted that
the grandmother refrained from filing charges towards the father who had violently punched
her in the face when he abducted the child.
In 2013, a delegation from the European Parliament submitted a critical report concerning
the Danish child and custody abuse. An investigative delegation travelled to Denmark with
the purpose of evaluating the practice in custody cases based on initial reports suggesting that
children and protective parents were being maltreated by the Danish authorities [6] . Based on
interviews with protective parents and evaluation of custody cases the delegation found that
Denmark failed to protect children from violent and abusive parents. Some of the mothers who
told the delegation about the situation in Denmark was hereafter charged and found guilty of
defamation by Danish courts although their statements to the delegation was supported by
substantial evidenced.
The report of the Oﬀice of the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights from May
2021 suggests that several treaty bodies share our concern regarding the lack of protection of
women and children from domestic violence [7].
2

§ 215 in the criminal law
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2.3

Revised Parental Responsibility Act, April 2019

In April 2019 a revised Parental Responsibility Act was introduced and the right of the child to
be protected from violence and abuse was prioritised. However, the previous practice continues
resulting in victims of domestic violence, mainly mothers, voicing concern about violence and
sexual abuse of their children lose custody and residence status of their children. Collaboration skills are still valued as the foremost important parental skill although VIVE (The Danish
Center for Social Science Research) in a study from 2017 concluded that collaboration between
parents where domestic violence is an issue is unrealistic and unhealthy [8]. Thus the practice
continues contrary to empiric evidence.
Although the revised Parental Responsibility Act from 2019 states that the safety of the child
must be a priority evidence of domestic violence and abuse of children is still dismissed by the
Agency of Family Law and the Family courts and consistently referred to as a conflict. Instead, unsubstantiated allegations of postpartum depression and mental illness of the mothers
contribute to decisions in the Agency of Family Law and the Family courts.
The revised Parental Responsibility Act consistently defines domestic violence as violence between the parents although in the majority of cases domestic violence is violence from one
parent towards the other parent with the majority of victims being the mother. The taboo
of gender biased violence cause distress and leads to traumatising case processing repeatedly
resulting in separation between mother and children.
Feedback from mothers and lawyers suggest that the practice of ignoring evidence of domestic
violence and abuse of children is worsening. Many mothers also report that the Family Courts
and the High Courts pressure them to disclose their protected address to the perpetrator increasing the risk of children witnessing their mother being attacked.
A widespread bias against women among psychologists performing child evaluations appears
persistently to be the foundation for decisions in custody cases.
The director of Dansk Psykolog Forenings Selskab for Børnesagkyndige, an association of psychologists performing child evaluations in custody cases, oﬀicially announced back in 2016 that
his mission as well as the association’s was to create equality among mothers and fathers in
custody cases [9].
Psychologists and child evaluators are not bound by specific methods and the randomness
within this field based on the psychologist’s personal bias can cause severe harm to the child.
On September 8, 2020, the Supreme Court decided that the practice could continue undisturbed by awarding a father full custody of a 3-year-old child although there was a long history
of domestic violence, stalking and drug abuse [10]. The domestic violence was never assessed
and the mother’s reactions to the abuse was contributed to her personality and not evaluated
as a consequence of the many years of violence and stalking she had experienced. The child
was taken away from his mother and was not allowed to see her for 5 months despite the father
was given full custody because he was believed to be the best suited parent to guarantee the
child equal rights to his parents.
When abusive fathers get full custody they often disallow the child to see its mother and
6
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although rarely the child will be placed in foster care by the father. This suggest that getting
full custody is part of a control and power scheme and not because the father has any interest
in the child. In these cases, we observe a pattern where the father has not had any interest in
the child, or even rejected his paternity until the mother leaves him.
There are numerous examples of protective mothers who lose contact to their children as
the authorities in order to bond the child to the father decide that the child must be protected
against the mother’s “negative view” of the father suggesting a structural pattern of victim
blaming within the custody and visitation system. There is a deep-rooted cultural belief within
the authorities that the father has to be convicted for violence by a court before the violence
can be considered in custody, residence and visitation cases. Mothers are required to be submissive, cooperating and respectful and DARVO methods are utilised by fathers as well as the
system alike to obtain this resulting in women developing a large number of diseases such as
heart problems, breast cancer, hormonal disturbances and PTSD.
Though the politicians in 2018 admitted that the Parental Responsibility Act from 2007 and
its consequential practice was not in the best interests of the child the parliament has not
ordered a re-evaluation of the cases based on previous principles which was not in the best
interest of the child.
Nor has the parliament proposed legislation on compulsory training in understanding abuse and
domestic violence for those persons making decisions in custody cases including psychologists
and judges.

7
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The family law system
3.1 The Agency of family law
On April 2019, The National State Administration responsible for temporary decisions on custody and residency and deciding on visitation was renamed The Agency of Family Law. The
authorisation to make legal binding decisions on visitation was removed and the Agency is
only permitted to make temporary decisions on visitation. The aim was that The Agency
of Law should dedicate additional resources to mediation, investigations and involvement of
the children before the cases are send to the family court for final decision. The political
intention with the revision of the Parental Responsibility Act was that children should be
protected from domestic violence and abuse. Although the guidelines of the newly established
Agency of Family Law state that children should be protected from violence and abuse and
that temporary full custody should be given to the protective parent it is not applied in the
case procedures. The staff in The Agency of Family Law are not provided any training in
domestic violence, child abuse, coercive control or stalking and the in-house psychologists as
well as extern psychologists are not required to have any knowledge on the subject. The revised
Parental Responsibility Act does not contain any legislation pertaining to requirements of the
training of the staff on the dynamics of violence against children and domestic violence. On
13th of July 2021 we wrote to The Agency of Family Law asking which definitions of violence
against children are utilised when assessing the best interests of the child1 . We referred to The
National Board of Health and Welfare’s (Socialstyrelsen) definitions [11] which are: 1. Physical
violence, 2. Coercive control (Psychological violence) and 3. Witnessing violence. We asked
if The Agency of Family Law have any specific requirements to the training and/or education
of their employees in regards to the definitions of violence against children. Furthermore, we
asked how the employees including the psychologist differentiate between a child in a “loyalty
conflict” and a child who are subjected to violence. As of yet The Agency of Family Law has
not responded.
A satisfaction survey conducted in 2020 by The Danish Center for Social Science Research
(VIVE) showed a rise in parents’ dissatisfaction with The Agency of Family Law. The survey
showed that parents in so-called high conflict cases including cases of domestic violence (socalled §7 cases) were less satisfied than other parents. 51% of the parents strongly disagreed
that The Agency of Family Law had helped them to cooperate against “only” 41% in 2019
[12]. There is a 7% rise from 2019 to 2020 in parents who strongly disagree that The Agency
of Family Law has helped their children to have a better day-to-day life with a total of 36% of
the parents stating this. The Agency of Family Law spend more than one year processing a
case with up to 6 months waiting time before an initial meeting is arranged. This means that
1

See appendix 2. Untranslated document.
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many parents are not allowed contact with their children. Therefore, there is a rise of 7% in
parents not seeing their children from 2019 to 2020 from 18% to 25%. We are worried that
this number is significantly higher today as waiting times has increased since the survey.
The lack of transparency in The Agency of Family Law is alarming and parents cannot get in
contact with case workers. Many mothers experience frustration and are scared for their own
safety as well as their children’s due to extremely poorly conducted evaluations of the child’s
best interest. Over and over the authorities in The Agency of Family Law attributes children’s
testimonies of abuse and domestic violence as something the mother has instructed them to
say hence the mother is blamed for exposing the child to a “loyalty conflict”.
Even if a child repeatedly and detailed describes episodes of domestic violence and abuse
the case workers and psychologists will contribute the child’s explicit statements as being because “the child is in a loyalty conflict due to the high conflict between the parents”. A case
review in 2021 revealed that each time The Agency of Family Law interviewed a 7-year-old
child about visitation with a violent father, the case worker a so-called child expert (børnesagkyndig) would alarm the social services stating that the child is manipulated by the mother.
A representative from Stop Violence against Children accompanied the child to an interview
earlier this year. The representative found the child credible describing the violence in age
appropriate details. Nonetheless the case worker yet again wrote to the social service stating
that the mother manipulated the child. This despite social service only 2 months prior had
conducted an investigation of the matter concluding that the child was not manipulated by
the mother. The investigation report was available to the child expert at the time.
Although there since 2011 has been national and international criticism of The Agency of
Family Law and its lack of protecting children and mothers from violence and abuse it has not
lead to any penalties, sanctions or other consequences for the establishment and its staff. The
lack of consequences and a state mandated request that the staff receive education in domestic
violence and abuse of children has resulted in a mischievous behaviour where the staff are
directly abusive towards parents and children. Eye-rolling, humiliating dismissal of concerns
such as laughing out loud, loud sighing and statements such as “you are a bad parent” and
“we don’t believe you” are common feedback from mothers who has participated in meetings
in The Agency of Family Law.
As several of our members accompany children to meetings in The Agency of Family Law we
can testify that the aforementioned behaviour also affects children speaking up about abuse and
domestic violence. The lack of respect for children’s autonomy and right to position themselves
is concerning and several members have reported observing staff in The Agency of Family Law
talking degrading about the child’s mother indicating to the child that the mother suffers from
mental illness. Further the majority of the summaries from interviews with children written by
staff in The Agency of Family Law are misleading as the child’s account of domestic violence
is either omitted or incorrect. If the abuse and violence is included in the summary the staff
member will habitually interpret the child’s account as if the child is in a loyalty conflict and
manipulated by the mother and raise concern that the child’s development will be flawed if it
is not protected against the loyalty conflict. In this way focus is taken away from the abuse
and violence.

9
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July 2018, we contacted The State Administration, now The Agency for Family Law, with
concern about the raising number of children who was abruptly separated from their mother
and left with only a few hours supervised visitation rights. For most of the decisions we viewed
the argument of the minimal visitation rights was based on the concept that in order for the
child to bond with the father it should be left to do this undisturbed. The State Administration
answered that they seldom make decisions to separate children from their primary caregiver2 .
This answer is incorrect. In 2018 The State Administration was mandated the right to decide on visitation, and we can testify that the procedure of granting the mother a minimum
of visitation was normal hence violating several treaties. In the same letter, we also asked
how The State Administration implemented the Istanbul Convention in their procedures and
considerations on the child’s best interest when deciding on visitation and custody in cases
where stalking, domestic violence, physical violence and coercive control was an issue. The
State Administration answered that they facilitated separate meetings for the parents. The
answer implies that The State Administration was oblivious of the regulations in the Istanbul
Convention, why we advise that The Agency of Family Law receive dedicated training in the
regulations and content of the Istanbul Convention.

3.2

The Association of Danish Courts

The Association of Danish Courts wrote to us in September 20193 answering our questions
about educations of judges and court mandated psychologists in domestic violence. The Association of Danish Courts emphasised in their answer that court mandated psychologists
normally have a specialist education. The Association of Danish Courts did not answer our
question about the requirement of psychologists to have knowledge about domestic violence.
As to our question of whether judges with the new Parental Responsibility Act should receive training in domestic violence the Association of Danish Courts lists a number of courses
available to judges, however none of the courses concerns domestic violence, victim focused
communication etc.

3.3

The Danish Supervisory Board of Psychological
Practice

On 7th August 2021, we write to The Danish Supervisory Board of Psychological Practice asking questions pertaining to the requirements of knowledge and education in domestic violence,
stalking, coercive control, physical violence, economical violence, social control and structural
violence in the authorisation process of psychologists4 . As of yet The Danish Supervisory
Board of Psychological Practice has not responded to our questions but has informed us that
the questions will be answered by the juridical team.
2

See appendix 3. Untranslated document.
Appendix 5
4
See appendix 4. Untranslated document.
3
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3.4

Other

On 16th March 2021, the parliament decided that all digital post regarding a child must be
send to both parents if there is shared custody [13]. It has been a political equality debate for
many years where among others the Institute for Human Rights have participated latest by a
hearing response in January 2020 [14]. As such we support that mothers and fathers equally
receive information and notices about their children, however, we are concerned that the bill
does not specify how children and mothers subjected to domestic violence and stalking can
be protected. The law will guarantee both parents the right to receive information about for
example the child’s dentist and doctor appointments. Potentially it can lead to harmful and
dangerous situations if the abusive parent knows where the child accompanied with its mother
is and shows up and attack the mother and/or the child.
Further we are concerned that the Institute for Human Rights does not raise any awareness of
such potential dangerous situations in their hearing response. We have observed a persistent
tendency where even large and established organisation shy away from talking about domestic
violence and stalking as a potential danger for children and mothers in connection with issues
relating to father’s rights.

11
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The Children

As of yet studies on the extent of trauma in children separated from their protective parents
has not been conducted in Denmark. However, we have noticed an increase in forced placement
into foster care, massive support from social services throughout the country and misthriving
of the children where an abusive and violent father has attained full custody.
Further serious failure to thrive and diagnosis of mental and physical disorders are common
among children who are forced to live with a father who has committed domestic violence or
abused the child. Although, the child’s wellbeing was optimal in the care of the mother Danish
authorities equally blame the mother for the child’s lack to thrive in the father’s custody or
even fully contribute the child’s state to the mother’s efforts of protecting the child. The latter
accusation frequently results in full discontinuation of contact between the mother and child.
Since 2016 experts has identified an escalation of children and young people who fail to thrive.
There has during the past eleven years been a 90 % increase in children and young people in
psychiatric treatment. There is a 200 % increase in children and young people with anxiety
and depression in the same period. According to the national Agency of Health 19 % of all
young people struggle with mental health issues[15].
The increase in the failure to thrive among Danish children has progressed correspondingly
to the harmful practice of the Parental Responsibility Act from 2007 as well as the increasing
support from politicians to the views of rather aggressive father’s rights organizations.
In custody and visitation cases gender equality and generating statistical values showing that
fathers equally attain full custody of children seems to be the underlying cause of the degrading
and inhumane treatment domestic violence survivors and abused children meet in the family
court system.
The rising number of admissions of mothers and children into protective facilities and shelters are not reflected in custody and visitation cases. Many mothers are intimidated by court
mandated psychologists to cease talking about domestic violence. The Agency of Family Law
has not discontinued its practice of disbelieving mothers who voice concern for her own as well
as her child’s safety and health due to violence and abuse.
A report from UNICEF Study of Danish schoolchildren’s knowledge of human rights and
the Convention of the Rights of the Child published in September 2019, show that children
and young people in Denmark accept violence, surveillance and torture. The report further
reveals that almost twice as many young people between the age of 15 -25 years of age have
used drugs within the past month compared to a similar study in 2014. The result shows that
24.600 young people are using drugs.
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The survey is based on responses from over a thousand Danish pupils in 6th - 10th grade
and shows:
• Every fifth (20%) thinks it is OK for the police to use torture in special
cases. In addition, 30%, which is neither for nor against.
• More children and adolescents than before think it is okay for parents to physically
punish their children. It now applies to 8% (in addition, 7 % who neither agree nor
disagree) while in 2014, only 3 % felt that parents should use physical punishment.
• The proportion of children and young people who think it is okay for the state to
monitor citizens has increased from 4 % in 2017 to 11 % in 2019.
The study shows that it is only in the 9th grade that the children gain a greater knowledge
of their rights. It is problematic that children only attain knowledge of their rights when they
are out of primary school[16]. Although we due to lack of empiric data are unable to prove a
direct link between the lack of thriving and increase in children accepting violence from their
parents to the practice within the family court system the study nonetheless suggests that
children increasingly grow up in a society where violence is normalised.
A survey from 2009[17] showed that 19% of children between the age of 11 -16 in Copenhagen
has suffered physical violence. 17% has seen a family member suffer physical violence . As of
yet the municipality has not developed any strategies to combat the high number of physical
violence in the municipality. This was confirmed by the mayor of social affairs in Copenhagen
in 2020 in a letter to Stop Violence against Children. Instead social service in Copenhagen
continue to victim blame and label domestic violence a conflict between the parents. Although
none of the 98 municipalities in Denmark has developed any specific strategies to combat domestic violence Copenhagen is the only municipality who has conducted an independent survey
and thereafter ignored it. We have reviewed a high number of cases from the social service
in Copenhagen and found that social workers to a very high degree ignore children, mothers,
shelters and police accounts of violence. Social service in Copenhagen insist that domestic
violence is a conflict and several mothers report that social workers discredit statements from
crisis centres stating that they are too pro-mum. Further social workers consistently disregard
experts in domestic violence and coercive control. Victim blaming and threats of placing the
children in foster care is common practice in Copenhagen which is particular worrisome as the
survey already in 2009 pointed out that 17% of the children has witnessed violence and 19%
experienced physical violence.
In 2016 VIVE conducted a survey revealing that every 6th child in Denmark experience physical violence, every 12th child experience coercive control and that 33.000 children grow up
in homes where there is domestic violence[18]. The numbers were unchanged according to a
similar survey conducted by VIVE in 2011.
Between 2016 to 2018 twenty-two (22) children were killed by their parents of which the
majority were killed by a vindictive father [19]. Although the number of children killed by
their father is nearly equivalent to the number of women killed by their partner each year the
issue is barely mentioned by the press or the politicians.
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CHAPTER

5

Comments to the Danish
Governments report
Comments to section 1.1
Although coercive control was criminalised in April 2019 under section 243 a recent data comparison found that only 2% of the 616 reported incidents of coercive control led to a conviction
[20]. In June 2021, The Ministry of Justice found that 6,8% of the population (16-74 years of
age) has experienced coercive control and estimated that approximately 108.000 persons above
the age of 16 experience coercive control each year [21]. Those numbers are not reflected in
the social service and family court systems who continue to practice the dogma of “conflict”
instead of coercive control. The lack of a national action plan and legislation considering
education and best practice in cases of coercive control within the authorities has caused an
unchanged practice within the social service and family court system thus creating an illusion
that coercive control is not acceptable. The illusion initially encouraged mothers to talk about
the coercive control they experienced in the relationship with the father of their children to
case workers in The Agency of Family Law and social service leading to an increased pressure
on mothers and reporting of a significant rise in threats and intimidation of mothers from the
authorities.

Comments to Section 1.1.3
Until there is an explicit national action plan and educational strategy for handling cases of
domestic violence within the authorities we do not agree that gender neutral language is an
advantage for children and mothers reporting domestic violence, rape and abuse. Due to the
gender-neutral language most mothers report that they are intimidated by police oﬀicers when
they try to report non-fatal strangulation, rape, domestic violence and coercive control. One
mother explains (anonymised as B10 in the organisation’s database):
“My son’s father tried to strangulate me and hit our son. I was in the ER twice but the
police refused to listen to my statements. They said it was due to the parental conflict that he
tried to kill me. The police oﬀicer further asked me if I was really so vindictive that I wanted
to ruin my husband’s career by reporting the violence? I decided not to file a report as it was
clearly that the police considered me to be “just a vindictive mother”. I developed PTSD due
to the violence and the way the authorities treated me and my son”.
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Another mother explains (anonymised as B2 in the organisations database):
“The father of my child raped me, cut me with scissors in my face and systematically broke my
things. I had to stay in a crisis center for a year. The police oﬀicers told me that if I behaved
nicer he would probably stop being violent. I have been diagnosed with PTSD”.
We hold that gender-neutral language undermines women’s and children’s right to live safe
lives as gender-neutral language uphold a culture where violence is labelled “conflict”. We
refer to The Parental Responsibility Act where domestic violence is referred to as “violence
between the parents”.
We recommend that this sentence in The Parental Responsibility Act gets altered and comprehensive guidelines on domestic violence are added to The Parental Responsibility Act.

Comments to Section 1.1.4
The agreement (Flerårsaftalen) referred to does not contain specific outcomes related to education of prosecutors and police oﬀicers. The syllabus is unclear and does not contain specific
procedures when the victim shares a child with the perpetrator. Primo 2021 the organisation
Stop Violence against Children exchanged written communication with the State Prosecutor
of Copenhagen. The prosecutor’s oﬀice referred to domestic violence as “a conflict”, utilised
victim blaming language and proposed the victim accepted to be exposed to criminal behaviour
because she shared children with the perpetrator.

Comments to section Section 1.1.6
There have been several improvements in the health care system for women and children
subjected to domestic violence and rape. However, the experts in these units are frequently
overruled by social workers in the social service units in the municipalities. The national action
plan for 2019-2022 lack strategies for the social service in the municipalities.
One mother explains (anonymised as B7 in the organisation’s database):
“After the second strangulation attempt I leave the father to my children. He was convicted
in the court and had to pay me compensation. Because I had been subjected to violence the
social services thought I failed as a role model for my children and therefore place my children
in foster care. Hereafter the father gets full custody of all the children. I was shortly hereafter
diagnosed with PTSD”.
Another mother explains (anonymised as C1 in the organisation’s database):
“Me and my children lived with a violent man for many years. The social service ignored
all concerns from health care experts and professionals. All my children got traumatised and I
developed a chronic heart condition. This could have been avoided if social services had helped
us”.
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We suggest mandatory education on domestic violence and coercive control for social workers and case workers. The education should be of no less than 30 ETCS points. Further we
recommend that the inter-ministerial working group on combatting domestic violence actively
involves social service across the country to facilitate change in how social workers perceive
domestic violence and the complications for children (we further refer to our comments in
section 9.1.).

Comments to Section 5.1
The national action plan for 2014-2014 referred to did not contain any focus points relating
to the social service and family court system [22]. The new action plan for 2019—2022 [23]
similarly does not contain any educational strategies for the social service and family court
system in relation to abuse of children and domestic violence when there are shared children.
Nor on page 21 entitled The permanent effort to combatting violence in close relationships is
education of staff members in court, The agency of family law and social service units mentioned as part of combatting domestic violence. This is surprising as especially The Agency
of Family Law – previously The State Administration – has been heavily criticised for a more
than a decade by national and international authorities for not protecting children and parents
from domestic abuse and sexual abuse.
We suggest legislation aimed at education for psychologists and staff members in The Agency
of Family Law and social service units across the country.

Comments to Section 9.1
In 2013 Rambøll evaluated the national action plan on combatting domestic violence here
under also the inter-ministerial working group [24] and found that lack of central governing
and lack of mandate within the inter-ministerial group to govern was negatively affecting the
eﬀiciency of the group. The evaluation revealed diﬀiculties with meeting deadlines and that
the working group lacked an overall strategy for combatting domestic violence.
Rambøll recommends involving social service units in the municipalities in the strategies to
combat domestic violence. Further Rambøll recommends that the inter-ministerial working
group acknowledge that social service plays a major part in creating change for victims of
domestic violence and therefore, the inter-ministerial group should explore the social service
units need for knowledge about domestic violence.
The working group is not visible on any of the ministries websites and there is a lack of
transparency making it diﬀicult to identify the aim and objectives of the group.
The group was established in 2002 and according to the sparse information online about the
inter-ministerial working group representatives from each ministry meet up every six months.
It is the Ministry for Equality which hold the coordinating function but without mandate to
govern the group. Although Rambøll in 2013 recommended that the group ceased to work in
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decentralised manner it has not led to any change. The lack of governing may be the reason
why such an essential recommendation as involvement of the social service in the process of
changing circumstances for victims of domestic violence and child abuse has been ignored.
In 2019 Lev Uden Vold analysed the social service units approach to domestic violence and
found that zero municipalities and social service units had strategies to support and help victims of domestic violence [25]. Had the inter-ministerial working group followed up on the
recommendations from Rambøll in 2013 it is likely that the municipalities by now would have
developed and implemented strategies.
We suggest that a domestic violence commissioner for the inter-ministerial working group is
appointed and that the inter-ministerial working group also focus on the family court system,
The Agency of Family Law and social service specifically in regards to specialised education of
staff, hereunder also psychologists.

Comments to section Section 12.1.4
4th paragraph: Lev Uden vold (Live without Violence) correctly received 39,6 million Danish
kroner until 2024. However, as part of the financial contract with the government Lev Uden
Vold was required to terminate all therapy groups for women surviving domestic violence and
instead focus on violence against men. We worry that the government with this decision actively contribute to an increasing gender splitting in Denmark. Focus and research on violence
against men should be an including practice and not lead to neglect of women’s needs.
We suggest that the government allocates suﬀicient funds to Lev Uden Vold to concurrently
facilitate therapy for both men and women.

Comments to Section 21.1
We disagree and hold that the prevalence of domestic violence and misogyny resembles the
results of the survey by the Agency for Fundamental Rights (2014).
We recommend that future surveys made by the Danish state contain a victim focused approach and also include questions relating to structural violence.

Comments to Section 21.2
VIVE and Lev Uden Vold has correctly collected valuable information and research on coercive
control and published the information in pamphlets accessible for social workers and other professionals working with children hereunder also psychologists and case workers in The Agency
of Family Law. This information does not seem to have been eﬀiciently disseminated to the
social service units and municipalities as we continue to observe an alarming absence of knowledge about coercive control against children and women among social workers in the social
service.
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We suggest that the inter-ministerial working group address the lack of distribution of this
essential knowledge to the municipalities and The Agency of Family Law.
Although the social service in the municipalities are obliged to refer children to the Children’s Houses on any suspicion of violence or sexual abuse social workers in the social service
units frequently omit or even blankly refuse to do so. In most of the cases we review the social
workers in the social service hold that domestic violence is a conflict between the parents and
contribute the conflict to the mother’s allegation of violence.

Comments to Section 22.1
We refer to our main report and the cases in appendix 1. We recommend that action should
be taken immediately as the practice resembles torture.

Comments to Section 22.2
We have reviewed several cases where social workers from the social service has misled The
Agency of Family Law leading to harmful decisions. When the social service units mistreat
cases of domestic violence and abuse of children it leads to wrongful decisions. We therefore
disagree that this procedure qualifies and strengthen the practice of The Agency of Family
Law.

Comments to Section 23
We recommend mandatory training in communication with victims of domestic violence as
well as children.
The Parental Responsibility Act and its legal guidelines do correctly hold that the child must
be protected against violence. However, the malpractice previously described result in harmful
decisions and in normalisation of violence among Danish children.
The consequences of this kind of malpractice is at present none which is why we recommend
that knowledge and education about structural violence is included in the national action plan.
The practice is unchanged. Violence and coercive control is still referred to as a conflict
between the parents and the protective parent is forced to hand over the child to visitation.
The pressure consists of threatening her with removal of custody or placing her children in
foster care. Children who have seen a parent subjected to violence by another parent and
therefore express angst and unwillingness to be handed over for visitation are by psychologists
and visitation evaluators considered to have been manipulated by the protective parent. With
the Supreme Court decision from September 2020 (appendix 1, case 2), it has been increasingly diﬀicult to protect children from visitation with abusive parents. According to our data
the foremost common form of violence children witness is non-fatal strangulation and coercive
control which rarely leads to conviction and therefore the children are not protected against
visitation.
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The government has been notified that the practice from 2007 continue despite the reviewed
Parental Responsibility Act and we recommend that the government legislate further on the
issues of this kind of malpractice.

Comments to Section 32.2
We find that it is not a violation of the Act on Gender Equality to promote a gender specific
language within the social service and family court system. Promoting gender specific language
ensures that motherhood is preserved. Today being pregnant, giving birth and breastfeeding
does not hold any value in The Agency of Family Law. Family court or social service. Today
mothers are required to discontinue breastfeeding in order for a father to have uninterrupted
and successive visitation with children below the age of two. Mothers are required to attend
meetings with social service and The Agency for Family Law shortly after giving birth which
stresses her body and thereby milk production.
We find that the equality politic have a negative effect on mothers and babies and we find that
it is necessary to enforce a gender specific language to protect the concept of motherhood.
Although the government remarks that it is aware that rape and domestic violence is gender specific the gender-neutral language nonetheless manifest in an oppressive culture within
the social- and family court system leading to victim blaming and separation of mothers and
children. We recommend that education on domestic violence and coercive control become
mandatory for all authorities including psychologist and judges and that the government urgently launch an information campaign about domestic violence and coercive control to raise
awareness outside the government about this issue.

Comments to Section 32.4
We appreciate that the Government has increased availability in crisis centres with additional
96 places as well as we appreciate legislation guaranteeing women in crisis centres 10 hours of
counselling with a psychologist. There is an overall shortage of places in crisis centres and in
2018 The National Board of Health and Welfare (Socialstyrelsen) reported that crisis centres
in 2017 had to reject women seeking refuge 4561 times which is equivalent to 6 in 10 women
who are rejected due to lack of available places [26].
We are worried that only 96 extra places are not suﬀicient to meet the demand for acute
protection among women and children habiting in Denmark and even may be fruitless if not
followed up by protection in courts, social services and The Agency for Family Law.
Today women and children are not allowed any support in family courts except a lawyer.
Feedback from mothers attending family courts demonstrate that many perpetrators are exhibiting an intimidating and threatening behaviour inside the courts and that judges are not
willing to stop the behaviour.
Pretending to cut the head off, intense starring, shooting gesticulations, eye rolling and
mouthing “I kill you” are the most common behaviour victims experience inside the family court.
Mothers who have children with different father’s experience that the family court allow both
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fathers in the court at the same time or place hearings on the same day so that the mother has
to endure 6-7 hours in court. This despite solid documentation of domestic violence and coercive control and obvious collaboration between the fathers by harassment and shared lawyer.
Judges lack of understanding domestic violence and coercive control often result in the court
room being a very unsafe place. Further the family courts are lacking in victim focussed case
proceedings leading to victims being severely re-traumatised. Psychologists working in the
courts are not specialised in victim focussed communication and frequently these psychologists
are the reason why women are re-traumatised. Court appointed psychologists are a rather
small group of psychologists consisting of the same psychologists with the same bias and the
same lack of understanding of domestic violence and coercive control. These psychologists
are extremely harsh towards victims of domestic violence and victims are frequently suffering immense abuse from the psychologists during tests as well as in the court room. These
psychologists practice victim blaming and perpetuate myths about domestic violence, coercive
control and abuse of children endangering the lives of children and mothers. We are therefore
sceptical as to the monopoly by psychologists to treat women in crisis centres and suggest that
therapists such as psychotherapists are included in the bill.
However, treating the mother can be meaningless unless the authorities in social service, The
Agency of Family Court and family courts equally protects the mothers and children in cases
of domestic violence and coercive control.
Although coercive control is criminalised only 2% of the cases lead to a conviction. Due
to the low conviction rate, most mothers are too afraid to report coercive control to the police
as she will be accused of harassment if the father is not convicted and thereby increase the
risk of losing her children.
We highly recommend that family courts allow independent specialised support to survivors
of domestic violence and coercive control as well as the use of independent expert witnesses in
family courts.
We suggest that Denmark to combat violence against women and children broaden the perspective and focus on the abusers. However, concentrating on the abuser should not decrease
the help offered to women which is currently the situation with Live Without Violence (Lev
Uden Vold).
We suggest adding a section to the criminal law criminalising none-fatal strangulation and
make it punishable according to the regulations set out in the criminal section for attempted
murder.

Comments to Section 33
A recent study shows that 70% of the women taking residence in a crisis centre display grave
symptoms of PTSD or complex PTSD [27]. Nonetheless mothers are forced to sit with the
perpetrator in educational settings such as school meetings with teachers, the family court
and social service. As of yet there are no regulations protecting mothers subjected to abuse
and violence in meetings with schools or kindergarten. The lack of understanding of domestic
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abuse, re-traumatisation and coercive control in educational institutions is disturbing. Mothers report that they rather not attend meetings with the teachers about their child than sit
at the meeting with the perpetrator. Mothers who choose to attend these meetings are retraumatised. All have diﬀiculties trusting the institution and the teachers because they refuse
to conduct separate meetings and are prone to victim blaming. Teachers misinterpret mother’s
reactions as unwillingness to cooperate which transpire in statements to the social service. We
suggest that separate meetings by law should be available to survivors of domestic abuse in
public and private schools, kindergarten and social service.
We appreciate the effort made by The Agency for Family Law where it seems that separate
meetings have become customary except for a few cases.
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6
Recommendations

We find that the Kingdom of Denmark lacks compliance with international obligations and
show severe disrespect towards the Istanbul Convention. We therefore recommend that GREVIO advice and take measures against Denmark to ensure that Danish authorities educate
all staff including court mandated psychologists as well as judges in domestic violence and
violence against children.
We also suggest that GREVIO advise Denmark to conduct research directed solely at family law cases where domestic violence has transpired or is alleged by the mother or/and the
child subsequently leading to the children being separated from their mothers. The aim and
objective should be to explore short- and long-term effects in children and families where the
children are taken away from a mother who survived domestic violence, rape and/or abuse, or
where the child explicitly has explained it is subjected to violence, abuse and/or paedophilia.
Further research into the extend of trauma induced by family court, The Agency of Family
Law and appointed psychologists is also recommended.
Further we suggest that non-fatal strangulation be criminalised under its own section in the
criminal law punishable according to the regulations set out in the criminal section for attempted murder.
In order for the inter-ministerial working group to work eﬀiciently we suggest that a domestic violence commissioner is appointed. This to guarantee that the inter-ministerial working
group obtain increased visibility within the public and to ensure a more centralised regulation
ensuring deadlines are met.
To prevent re-traumatising we highly recommend that family courts allow specialised support
to survivors of domestic violence and coercive control as well as the use of expert witnesses in
family courts.
Lastly, we suggest that GREVIO takes measures against Denmark to guarantee that all cases
where domestic violence has not been evaluated as part of the case proceedings are re-opened
and re-evaluated according to the child’s best interest as defined by the Istanbul Convention,
the European Convention for Human Rights and the Convention on the Right of the Child.
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Appendix 1: Confidential
Case 1: Avalon vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother of two children.
Danish citizens.
Copenhagen Municipality Case no’s. 0609106972 0203136129
District Court in Frederiksberg Case no. SS 8582-17.
Eastern High Court sixth department Case no. S-82-18.
Reference no. to the Special Procedure at the High Commissioner’s for Human
Rights: j47ijs2e
Angelina Maalue Avalon fled to Brazil on March 18, 2016 after many years of harassment,
violence and stalking from the fathers of her children. The harassment was supported by the
municipality of Copenhagen in 2015/16 leading to unlawful rulings in custody cases put forward by the fathers.
In 2012 Angelina Maalue Avalon was admitted to the National Hospital (Rigshospitalet) due
to violence from her son’s father. Here she received, among other things, blood transfusions
and treatment for hyper arousal due to the violence she has experienced. She was pregnant
with her son at the time and her daughter was two years old.
In October 2012, she was admitted in to a protective facility for abused and battered women
with her 2-year old daughter. During the 8 months stay she gave birth to her son. The father
refused to accept his paternity and filed for a genetic test to prove the child was his.
In 2013, the Child Protective Service in the municipality of Copenhagen (Borgercenter Børn
og Unge - Nørrebro) concluded in a § 50 report that the mother and the two children is a
battered family due to physical violence, severe psychological violence and economic violence
from the two fathers.
In the spring of 2013 the mother files for full custody of her daughter due to lack of cooperation between the parents.
After the mother and children moved out of the protective facilities in June 2013, a massive harassment process began, which included monitoring the home, threatening the private
childcare worker who got so scared that he refused to care for the children while the mother
was working. The mother was forced to close her company and look after the children at
home. Her website got hacked and the fathers kept sending letters to the municipality with
accusations of social fraud and the mother’s mental condition claiming she was psychological
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ill. The mother was attacked several times by her son’s father in her home in front of the
children.
In April 2014, she is offered to move into a protective shelter again but rejects the offer as she
wants her children to live a normal life.
The Agency of Family Law grants the fathers visitation rights on an hourly basis without
any sleep-over arrangement.
The father to the daughter had 3 hours visitation every fortnight which was raised to 4 hours
weekly on December 2015. The parents had had a brief relationship and did not reside together when their daughter was born. The Agency of Family Law decided they should have
joint custody.
The father to the son was granted 7 hours visitation a week. As the parents had been married
and resided together when the son was conceived they automatically had joint custody when
the paternity was established.
The daughter reacted fiercely to being with her father, screaming and crying and refusing
to be handed over. In 2014 the mother contacts the child protective Service in Copenhagen
(Borgercenter Børn og Unge - Brønshøj-Husum-Vanløse) for help with the issues concerning
visitation.
A new § 50 report is made finding that the mother is seriously afraid of both fathers and
that the daughter is not positively attached to her father. The report further concludes that
the mother is very interested in collaborating in order to find positive solutions for the family.
Hereafter the report is handed over to the social worker allocated to find positive solutions.
The social worker writes in the case notes that the family has a high level of conflict because
the mother accuses the fathers for being violent. The social worker deliberately dismisses
three statements from the protective facility (shelter), hospital reports, a report from Child
Protective Service in the same municipality although from a different area, police notes and
psychology statements, all of which conclude that there has been serious psychological violence
and physical violence towards the Angelina and her daughter.
Despite the harassment and continued violence, the mother manages to protect her son who is
fully thriving being a happy boy meeting all developmental criteria. The municipality decides
to close the case of the boy but on doing so the social worker writes that the mother is not able
to collaborate as she refused to participate in meetings together with the two fathers and the
social worker. Due to safety issues the mother insisted on meeting separately with the social
worker.
In 2015 the mother file for full custody of her son due to violence and abuse which hinder
a constructive cooperation with the father.
The petition on custody from 2013 of her daughter had not been processed and a judge at
the District Court of Frederiksberg decides to join the two cases and have the family assessed
by a psychologist. The psychologist ignores the violence and the continued harassment from
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the fathers in his report from September 2015 and suggests that the mother’s reactions to the
abuse and violence pertain to her being mentally ill. The psychologist further states that the
daughter should not live with her father as the attachment between daughter and father is
insuﬀicient.
On 23rd of December 2015 the district court of Frederiksberg grants the son’s father resident status solely due to the report made by the psychologist. The parents should continue to
have joint custody. The mother immediately appeals the ruling.
Back in August 2015 the social worker had decided that the mother and father to her daughter
must sit together with two psychologists in order to develop their collaboration skills. According to audio files the psychologists are very biased towards the mother and openly praise the
father for fighting against the mother. The mother retrieves her petition for full custody in
order for the parents to stop fighting.
During winter 2015 and spring 2016 the mother was openly mocked by the staff at the municipality as well as the fathers. The psychologists supposed to facilitate the collaboration
between the parents wrote a statement that the mother was not able to collaborate and then
they copied the allegations about the mother’s mental health made by the court mandated
psychologist into their own report.
Hereafter the social worker made a deal with both fathers assuring them that she would help
them get full custody of the children. It is evident in the case notes that the social worker
held many meetings with the fathers without the mother being included or even notified about
the plans. The father of the daughter is, together with his girlfriend, referred to participate
in sessions with the same psychologists as the mother and him previously had sessions. This
with the aim of preparing the father and his girlfriend to handle the daughter when he got full
custody.
It is even stated in the case notes that the social worker recommended that the father kidnapped the daughter from kindergarten and withheld her until he got full custody. The
kindergarten refused to participate and the plan was not carried out.
The mother was unaware of any of this before the residence and custody case of her son
is proceeded at the Eastern High Court on 28th of February 2016. Here the father of the son
put forward some documents and statements from the municipality showing they intended to
place the daughter in foster care if her father was not granted full custody. The father of the
son claimed that the social worker had promised to do the same for him if he was not granted
full custody and residence of the son by the Eastern High Court.
On 7th of March 2016 the father of the daughter files a petition for temporary full custody with
the Agency of Family Law. In his petition, he cites a letter from the municipality stating that
the daughter is not thriving and will develop attachment disorders if she stays with her mother.
The social worker and head of the family department in the municipality further claims that
they will forcibly place the daughter in foster care if the father does not get full custody. In
the petition is also stated that municipality recommends that the mother only have supervised
visitation if any.
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This despite the social worker had never met the daughter. The daughter was in good health
and there were very good statements from the kindergarten, general practitioner and other professionals stating the child was in a positive and healthy development and had always thrived
and been happy with the mother as primary caretaker.
The Agency of Family Law hesitated to proceed the father’s petition and set a date for a
meeting on the 20th of April 2016. This delay motivated the social worker to phone several
times pressuring the Agency of Family Law to transfer the custody to the father immediately.
The mother asses that her daughter will suffer irreversible trauma if she is handed over to
her father and decides to flee the country and reside in Brazil on March 18 2016.
On April 8 2016, the Eastern High Court rules that the mother is the best suited to care
for the son and the court dismiss the report made by the court mandated psychologist.
In May 2016, just 44 days after the verdict from the Eastern High Court regarding the son, the
same social worker submits a letter about the son to the Agency of Family Law. The content
of the letter is exactly the same as the letter about the daughter.
In July and September 2017, the District court of Copenhagen and Frederiksberg granted both
fathers full custody even though Danish authorities were not authorized to make that decision
as the children’s habitual resident was in Brazil.
In October 2017, a Hague Convention case was proceeded in Belém, Brazil. The Brazilian
judge rejected all the mother’s documents from the case material, and with the help and support from the Danish consul in Belém, the children were sent out of Brazil on October 6 2017,
before the mother could appeal the case. The mother chose to accompany her children to
Denmark.
On arrival in Denmark on October 8, 2017 the children were separated from their mother
by the Danish authorities (Child Protective Services in Copenhagen) and the children were in
compliance with the wishes of the fathers put into foster care. The children were hereafter led
to believe that their mother was dead. The siblings were separated from each other and placed
with each their father on the 26th of October 2017.
Hereafter the social worker untruthful reported to the police that the municipality had evidence that the mother intended to kidnap her children. The mother was arrested and spend 4
days in prison before the police told the prosecutor that they could find no evidence to that.
The mother was sentenced to one and a half years in prison pursuant to Article 215 of the
Criminal Code at the Frederiksberg District Court, which later was upheld by the Eastern
High Court. This despite the mother had only deprived her daughter’s father of thirteen (13)
days of the scheduled visitation and her son’s father of nineteen and a half days of his scheduled
visitation over a period of one and half year. The prison sentence is therefore not proportional
to the misconduct.
January 2018 the Agency of Family Law decides that the children can only see their mother
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one and a half hour monthly in supervised visitation. The decision was based on yet another §
50 report from the municipality claiming that the children were not thriving in the care of the
mother, that the children were to be placed in foster care and that the mother was mentally
ill and not able to collaborate. The conclusion of the report was that the children had to be
protected against the mother’s negative view of the fathers.
The Agency of Family Law further decided that the children were not to receive any gifts from
the mother and that she was not allowed to take photos of her and the children.
In September 2018, the mother writes to the Ministry of Social Affairs who is the ministry
controlling the Agency of Family Law whether such restrictions could be in the best interest
of the child. The ministry has refused to answer the mother.
Hereafter the mother files a petition for more visitation and joint custody but the Agency
of Family Law rejects proceeding the petition. The mother files a petition to the District
Court of Copenhagen in order to be granted the right to have a fair trial with the Agency of
Family Law. On August 8 2018, the District Court rule that the Agency of Family Law should
not proceed the mother’s petition.
Due to allegations of being mentally ill the mother contacts a psychiatrist and voluntarily
admits herself for a mental health examination. On January 2018, the psychiatrist concludes
that the mother has been subjected to a very high degree of psychological violence and terror
from especially her ex-husband and that she is mentally healthy. In order to verify that she is
mentally healthy the mother contacts yet another psychiatrist who in June 2018 writes another
report concluding that the mother has been severely abused and terrorised for many years and
that the mother cognitively is healthy and sound.
In May 2019, the mother files another petition to increase her visitation hours and to get
part in the custody. The children are not thriving. Her son suffers from hyper arousal and
chronic nettle rash. Her daughter can barely spell her own name and she is not able to concentrate in school.
In November 2019, the mother contacts the Mayor of social affairs in Copenhagen claiming
that the municipality has mishandled and mistreated the two cases of her children. The Mayor
decides to have the claims investigated and a preliminary internal investigation of the case
concludes on the 7th of April 2020 that the municipality back in 2015/16 acted hostile, abused
their power, seriously violated the mother and her children, were disloyal, biased and worked
outside their competence.
In January 2020, the municipality of Copenhagen assess that the children are not thriving
in the care of their fathers and the children 9 and 6 years of age are admitted to weekly treatment with a psychologist.
On May 4th 2020, a report on the conduct of the social workers in 2015/16 was released
stating that the children were thriving in the care of the mother and that the threats of placing the children in foster care were unjustifiable and illegal.
On December 18th 2020, the Family Court in Copenhagen rules that the visitation between
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the mother and her children should be increased to be 5 days out of 14. The court mandated
psychologist feared that the children would not develop properly if they were not reunited with
their mother. The mother was denied part of the custody due to a high conflict level. On
23rd of December 2020 the fathers appealed the ruling from the Family Court and refuse any
visitation between the children and mother for 4 months. On 2nd March 2021 Eastern High
Court cancels the ruling from the Family Court and the mother is granted 3 hours visitation
per month. This despite that the Family Court had worked the case for one and a half year
and found that the children’s health was in danger if they were not re-united with their mother.
On January 15th 2020, the municipality of Copenhagen released another statement retrieving all the accusations against the mother. The statement also confirm that the mother and
children are victims of domestic violence.
The municipality of Copenhagen and the mother is currently working together on an economical settlement.
Over a period of more than three years from October 2017 to March 2021, the children and
the mother have had 44 hours of contact. Neither of the children are currently allowed by their
fathers to contact their mother by phone or have any contact with their grandparents.
Upon returning to Denmark the Danish authorities separated the siblings as well as separated
them both from their mother. The children have undergone different methods of psychological
treatment to ensure proper attachment to their fathers but only with partial success. Many
experts have written letters of concern to the municipality raising serious concern of the children’s wellbeing and trauma due to the abrupt and continued separation. The municipality
has ignored all concerns.
Both children are according to the latest reports from the school (February 2020), notes from
staff in the municipality and a psychologist evaluation mis-thriving with symptoms of trauma,
Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder, high arousal, sudden crying, bed wetting, night mares and
development of atopic eczema, bouts of hives as well as herpes. The psychological evaluation
of the daughter states that she has an identity crisis and that her development is faulty. These
signs and symptoms are consistent with those presented in the report from Physicians for Human Rights (PHR) confirming that the separation and the circumstances of the separation is
equivalent to torture.
Although the municipality has admitted the grave wrongdoings against the mother and children there has been no attempt to re-join the mother and children.
This case bear evidence of violation of Article 2, Article 5, Article 7, Article 12 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, Article 8 of the European Convention of Human Rights, the
Istanbul Convention, the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
In addition, the judgment of the European Human Rights Court CASE OF NEULINGER
AND SHURUK v. SWITZERLAND, no. 41615/07 of July 6, 2010 is not observed.
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Case 2: Thomsen vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother of 2 children
Danish citizen
Agency of Family Law case no: 2017-51609
District Court case no: BS-15126/2019-GLO & BS-16106/2019-GLO
Easter High Court case no: BS-31686/2019-OLR & BS-31692/2019-OLR
Supreme Court case no: BS-20880/2020-HJR
Family Court case no: BS-40770/2020-KBH
The mother Rikke Thomsen and the father were a couple but never resided together. From
their relationship on January 19, 2017, Rikke gave birth to the son Carlo. 3 months after getting pregnant the couple split because of the father’s violence and threats towards the mother.
She phoned the police several times as she feared for her safety. The father is a heavy user of
recreational drugs.
The father did not partake in the care of his son during the prenatal stage of Carlo’s life.
The mother had full custody of Carlo for the first 10-months of Carlo’s life hence the son
stayed and was raised exclusively by the mother. The father did not take part in the upbringing and saw Carlo only from time to time when he was not distracted by recreational drugs.
The father applies for visitation when Carlo is 5 months old and on 16th of August 2017
The Agency of Family Law granted the father supervised visitation every Wednesday from 4
pm to 6 pm and every Saturday from 10 am -12 noon.
The mother brought the son to the supervised visitation without any breech of the mandated
visitation schedule except when the child suffered from episodic attacks of asthmatic bronchitis.
The family doctor was involved and wrote a statement each time the child was ill.
Subsequently, the father instituted various proceedings against the mother, which were dismissed by the courts and relevant bodies. Primarily the proceedings were related to breeches
of the scheduled visitation rights when Carlo was ill with asthmatic bronchitis although the
mother offered compensation visitation.
When Carlo is 10 months old the father is granted part in the custody and on 14th of April
2018 the father is granted visitation without supervision every Wednesday from 3 pm to 5 pm
and every second Saturday from 12 noon to 3 pm.
On the 20th of June 2018, The National Complaint Board (Ankestyrelsen) issues a new visitation plan stating that the father can only have supervised visitation one hour each two weeks
for a total of 4 months. The National Complaint Board overruled The Agency of Family Law’s
initial decision due to the father’s drug use and the fact that the child was not safe in his care.
On 24th of June 2019, the District court in Glostrup granted the father overnight visitation one
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night every second week however the court rejected the father’s application for full custody.
The father appealed the ruling and applied for a 50-50 visitation plan and full custody.
On the 19th of September 2019 the mother and child had to move out of their home of 9
years due to the stalking and aggressive behavior from the father.
On 16th November 2019, a social worker in the municipality of Ruderdal assess that the
safety of the mother and child is at risk and immediately sends them to a women’s shelter for
domestic violence.
The high court appeal case took place on the 19th of December 2019 and was held by three
judges. During the proceedings in high court two parental evaluation reports were issued,
assessing the parental competences of the parents. One of the reports issued held negative
opinions of the mother. The report did not evaluate the violence and abuse towards the
mother although it is noted in the report that the father prior to his relationship with the
mother was imprisoned due to serious and grave violence. This report was completed by a
pedagogue without any psychological education and therefore not meeting the requirements
set by the Ministry of Social affairs.
The other report was completed by an authorized psychologist who assessed that the mother
had good parental skills and cared optimally for the child.
The high court dismissed the report from the unauthorized evaluator in the ruling on the
20th December 2019 and the high court decided status quo on visitation and custody. One of
the judges dissented in favor of the father.
On 6th of March 2020 the mother moves to Aarhus due to a job opportunity. The mother
offered to exchange the Wednesday visitation to weekend visitation and thereby increase the
father’s visitation rights on weekends.
The father rejected this offer and on March 16th 2020 (5 days after Denmark has gone into
full lock down due to Covid-19) he applies for temporary full custody at the Agency of Family
Law stating that the mother had kidnapped the child. The mother was only unable to travel
from Aarhus to Copenhagen due to the lock down situation but had offered compensation
visitation. The father had prior to the lock down sent several complaints to the municipality
of Aarhus stating that the child was severely damaged by the moving and that the mother was
dangerous. The child protecting service in Aarhus therefore twice visited the mother and child
in their home and hereafter issued a statement saying that the child was happy and safe and
that the mother was a resourceful mother meeting the child’s every need.
The father simultaneously appeals the High Court decision to the Supreme Court.
On March 27th 2020, the Agency of Family Law grants the father temporary full custody
and residence of the child. This without meeting the parents or the child and only 3 moths after the high court’s decision. The decision lacks visitation rights between the child and mother.
The mother immediately appeals this decision to the Family Court and refuses to hand over
the child whilst she awaits her appeal to the Family court of Copenhagen. The father reports
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to the police that the mother has kidnapped the child and the police issues a missing person
warrant which was printed in all newspapers in Denmark on the 4th of May 2020.
In the case file it can be seen that the father and police on April 3rd 2020, enters the mother’s
flat without a warrant from a judge. The mother was not notified about this before nine
months later. Contrary to the latest statement from the municipality of Aarhus the father had
stated to the police that the child’s safety was in danger.
On 27th of April 2020, the supreme court decides to proceed the case.
On the 5th of May 2020, the mother is contacted by a person who she knows to be friends with
the father. The person suggests that the parents meet in a lawyer’s oﬀice later in the evening to
negotiate a voluntary agreement about the rights of their child. The mother agrees and whilst
she and the person attends the meeting the child is cared for in the aforementioned person’s
home. The father participates in the meeting by phone. He refuses to negotiate any agreement
and instructed the person to hold the mother hostage until the following day at 10 am, where
the father will collect the child. The mother is held hostage from 8 pm to the following day
at 10 am in a flat by 3 persons. The mother is threatened on her life and beated up and after
the father has picked up the child the mother is transported to a nearby psychiatric hospital
where she is violently thrown out of the car.
The police did not file charges against the perpetrators although there were many witnesses
at the hospital including two specialist medical doctors.
The Agency of Family Law rejects the mother’s application for visitation and the child has no
contact with his mother the 6th of May until the 28th of September 2020.
The mother’s appeal is delayed due to Covid-19 and on the 10th of July 2020 the district
court of Copenhagen rules that although the decision by the Agency of Family Law is not
following the rule of law the judge will not hand back the child to his mother because the child
has already stayed with his father for two months. The mother has to wait for the Supreme
Court ruling.
On September 8 2020, the Supreme Court issued a ruling which supported the decision made by
the Agency of Family Law. Thereby the Supreme Court ignored two District court rulings and
one High court ruling. The supreme court based its decision on the parental evaluation report
made by a pedagogue which previously was dismissed by the High court and fully rejected the
report made by an authorized psychologist. The principle premise made the Supreme Court
was that the father was granted full custody because: “he was likely to be the one parent who
could guarantee the child equal access to both of his parents as he was assessed to be best to
cooperate”.
At the time of the ruling the child has had zero contact to his mother for five months.
The mother files a petition for temporary weekend visitation with her son. On the 28th
of September 2020, The Agency of Family Law decides that the mother can have one hour
supervised visitation every fortnight. The child has not had any contact to his older sister
since his was taken away from his mother.
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On October 10th 2020, the mother appeals the decision on supervised visitation to the Family
Court in Copenhagen.
On 13rd November 2020, the police charge the mother for child abduction pursuant to Article 215 of the Criminal Code. This because the mother withheld the child for 5 weeks after
the temporary decision on the 27th of March granting the father full custody.
On 26th of February 2021 the Family Court rules that the mother can have supervised visitation 1 hour every second week in The Agency of Family Law. The mother has not seen her
son since 2nd of February 2021 as The Agency of Family Law is not available for supervised
visitation. The Agency of Family Law has stated that they currently do not know when they
can meet the ruling from the Family Court.
This case bear evidence of violation of Article 12 of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, Article 8 of the European Convention of Human Rights, the Istanbul Convention, the
Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
In addition, the judgment of the European Human Rights Court CASE OF NEULINGER
AND SHURUK v. SWITZERLAND, no. 41615/07 of July 6, 2010 was not observed.
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Case 3: Po vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother to 3 children.
Philippine citizen.
Aarhus Municipality Case no. 1502166731
District Court of Aarhus case no: BS-49234/2018-ARH
Western High Court Case no. BS-24152/2019-VLR
Zandra Po is a Philippine citizen with a temporary residence permit in Denmark. She speaks
English and can make herself understandable in Danish. On January 2, 2020 Zandra Po lost
custody of her 3-year-old son in the Western High Court. The Western High Court upheld the
verdict from the District Court in Aarhus, which stated in the decision that the father is the
best suited parent to collaborate.
Both the son and Zandra Po have been hospitalized several times for injuries caused by the
father’s violence (See figure 1). Zandra Po has been at a shelter for abused women with her son
and the report from the police clearly shows that Zandra Po and her son are being subjected
to domestic violence. The violence consisted of beating and kicking the mother and child.

Figure 1: The son of Zandra Po with bruises on his arm. The bruises are a result from violence
from the father
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Among other things, the father kicked Zandra Po in the stomach when she was pregnant.
The father’s friends from the biker gang ”kept watch” in front of the mother’s apartment and
bothered the neighbourhood with noise and riots.
The police are aware of the father’s aﬀiliation to the biker environment. However, the Western
High Court refused to obtain information from the police. The case is described, by the Child
Protective Services in the municipality of Aarhus, as a ’high-conflict case’ without a thorough
investigation of the circumstances, and without the violence against the mother and child is
considered. The statements from Zandra Po are considered to be harassment of the father.
According to the father in his witness statement from the District Court in Aarhus, the caseworker in Aarhus Municipality encouraged him to apply for full custody.
The whole process has been characterized by the fact, that the caseworker and the psychologist
did not have a thorough knowledge of English, and they did not provide for the presence of
interpreters. In addition, the caseworker refused to recognize Zandra Po’s party representative
which led to Zandro Po had to endure all the meetings and correspondences alone and with a
limited knowledge of the Danish language.
The Western High Court omitted all the files in the case referring to and documenting violence from father to child and mother. The court emphasized that the father was best suited
to collaborate.
Along with the custody case, a case on visitation was filed by the father as he wanted his
visiting hours increased. The father and son had previously been granted visitation every
other weekend.
Six days after the District Court handed over the full custody to the father, another judge
in the District Court of Aarhus came with the verdict in the case of visitation. Here, the judge
did not think it was in the best interest of the child to increase the father’s visitation hours
which then remained to every alternate weekend.
The father has subsequently reported Zandra Po to the immigration authorities stating that
she should not be allowed to uphold her residence permit as she does not have part in the
custody of the child. The mother is now afraid of being forced to leave Denmark, as she no
longer has custody over her son.
The case illustrates the randomness of how judges view the best interest of the child, how
collaboration is ranging before the safety of the mother and child as well as how the Western
High Court deliberately refuses to include documentation of domestic violence and police reports.
This case bear evidence of violation of Article 2, Article 7, Article 12 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article 8 of the European Convention of Human Rights, the Istanbul
Convention, the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Convention against Torture
and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
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Case 4: Rosato vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother to one child and pregnant with her second child
Argentine citizen.
Copenhagen Municipality Case no. 2306156147
District Court in Copenhagen Case no. BS 6201/2019-KBH
Eastern High Court Case no. BS-29932/2019-OLR
Melissa Rosato, Argentine citizen with a temporary residence permit in Denmark.
In November 2018, the kindergarten informs the child Protective Services in Copenhagen Municipality, that the 3-year old son has many bruises after being with the father.
Police are investigating the case and the boy is being examined at the hospital where doctors identified the lesions
as being caused by blunt force (see figure 2 ). The police find that there cannot be pressed charges against the father, as the child is too small to testify. The police contact the municipality (Copenhagen: City/Østerbro) and asks
them to investigate the matter, while the mother and son
are staying at a protective shelter.
At the shelter, the
boy tells the staff that his father is beating him, and a
new notification is submitted to the Child Protective Service based on his statement.
In the meantime, the faFigure 2: Position of the ther has, by the District Court of Copenhagen, been asbruises identified by the doc- signed the residence status of the son, on the grounds
tors
that ’the father can offer the child a more stable upbringing’.
However, the Agency of Family Law grants the mother temporary residence and the father is
granted supervised visitation with the son while the case is being investigated by the Child
Protective Service. As the months passes with this scheme, the kindergarten describes the
child in the new status report as being in brilliant well-being and thriving, opposite when the
child resided with the father, where the child was described as being without language with
major behavioural diﬀiculties.
Nevertheless, on November 5, 2019 the Eastern High Court upheld the District Court’s judgment and the residence is passed to the father.
In the material filed by the counterparty two days before the trial, it is seen that the father’s
neighbour had filed a notification to the department of acute service of the Child Protective
Service, as the neighbour had heard the boy cry one night and had shouted ”Don’t do that,
dad!” and ”Stop it,” which had lasted for a long time without ceasing. The neighbour found
the screaming and crying so violent that he found himself forced to knock on the door to see
if the child was in good condition where after he filed an acute notification to the Child Protective Services. The mother was never informed by the municipality about this notification.
Nor was she advised that the family treatment (of the father), which should have taken place
at an extern and unprejudiced partner “Dialogue against Violence”, was suddenly and without
any justification changed to be conversations with the case worker in the municipality. At the
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same time, it is seen in the case files submitted to the Eastern High Court, that the case oﬀicer
BSB had meetings with the father without Melissa Rosato’s knowledge and without her being
offered similar meetings.
The father testified in the Eastern High Court on October 28, 2019, that the caseworker
BSB should have told him “why don’t you just apply for full custody, then you can avoid all
that hassle”.
This case runs under the revised Parental Responsibility Act from April 2019, and despite
the fact that the mother raises the burden of proof that the son’s well-being is significantly
better in her custody, she loses residence and is prevented from protecting her child.
The kindergarten, the mother and the medical staff are now powerless as the Child Protective
Service in Copenhagen is biased against the mother. The mother is left to care for the boy’s
injuries but she cannot prevent them.
This case bear evidence of violation of Article 12 of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, Article 8 of the European Convention of Human Rights, the Istanbul Convention, the
Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
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Case 5: Ustrup vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother of nine children - seven children from the first marriage.
Danish citizen.
Aalborg Municipality Case no’s. 0207015717, 0504036413, 1704045375, 0607057249,
1908065936, 1908066169 & 2511086615
Western High Court Case no. V.L. B-0886-16
In 2018 Tina Mørk Ustrup fled to Germany with her two youngest. She had to escape the
authorities who threatened to place her two youngest children in foster care.
Tina has 7 children with her former husband who was violent against her.
The violence consisted, among other things of a broken nose (3 places) when the father nodded her skull, as well as other humiliating behaviour in front of their 7 children. Despite the
violence and the children’s protests the father was given full custody of all 7 children both in
Aalborg District Court and in Western High Court in 2013.
Four of the children had to be picked up with assistance from the Bailiff and the police,
as they refused to move over to the father. The children clung to the coffee table and force
had to be used to take them away. The child psychologist who arrived with the Bailiff dragged
one child down the sidewalk by his arm.
In 2016, the son (who now resides with his mother), used his “right of initiative” to file a
case with the Agency of Family Law, stating he wanted to live with his mother. However, the
Agency of Family Law refused to process the case despite the child reporting neglect of care
in the father’s custody.
In June 2019, this child fled from Denmark and his father, to his mother in Germany. The
authorities had for a long time known that the child was not thriving, and the Child Protective
Service in the municipality of Aalborg had initiated proceedings for the child to be placed in
foster care in Denmark.
On Tuesday, January 14, 2020, a police oﬀicer from the North Jutland police district phones
Tina Mørk Ustrup to tell her that she will be charged because she ”has not done enough to
return her son to her father”. The oﬀicer laughingly said to the mother ”I can write your
explanation beforehand as I know what you want to say. I am constantly dealing with these
cases”. The police oﬀicer rejected that a Hague Convention case could be raised, and then
informed the mother that he intended to charge her for child abduction pursuant to Article
215 of the Criminal Code.
The son now goes to school in Germany and finally thrives, why it is not in the child’s best
interest to be brought to Denmark for a placement in foster care.
Nor is it in any of the children’s best interest to charge the mother for child abduction. The
Municipality of Aalborg has informed the mother and the Agency of Family Law that they
recommend that the child stays with his mother.
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On March 17 2020, the mother filed a petition to the Agency of Family Law for temporary
joint custody of her children still residing in Denmark. This to prevent them being taken into
foster care. The first meeting was not held before July 20 2020, although the mother pushed
to have the meeting before her children was taken into foster care.
The mother also files for temporary full custody of the son who resides with her in Germany.
On July 3 2020, the remaining 5 children, who resided with the father, was forcible taken
into foster care by the municipality of Aalborg. Currently the 3 youngest children reside in an
institution. The siblings are at risk of being separated and put into different foster care families.
The Agency of Family Law is still processing the petitions for temporary custody although
the children have been in foster care for 6 months and one son has resided with the mother for
one and half year.
The case started in 2013, after Tina in 2012 asked for divorce. Danish authorities ignored
violence, neglect of care, and the children’s statements and wishes. This continues today even
when all the children, with the exception of one, are over the age of 12. The children’s right to
a family life with their mother has been denied by Danish authorities (even before the mother
travelled to Germany) and bear evidence of violation of Article 12 of the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights, Article 8 of the European Convention of Human Rights, the Istanbul Convention, the Convention on the Rights of the Child as well as the Convention against Torture
and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
The mother is at risk of being imprisoned if she comes back to the Kingdom of Denmark
because her son fled by himself to Germany to be with his mother.
We refer to Article 5 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and the judgment of the
European Human Rights Court CASE OF NEULINGER AND SHURUK v. SWITZERLAND,
no. 41615/07 of July 6, 2010.
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Case 6: Laursen vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother of 2 children
Danish citizen.
District Court case no: BS-13184/2019-RAN
Family Court case no: BS- 2019 - 81762
The children’s father and Malene, who is the mother, divorced in September 2018. The father
contacted thereafter the local municipality, requesting a letter of custody for the children. The
local municipality does not have the jurisdiction to take this step, yet for unknown reasons
chooses to release a letter stating that the children have occupancy with the father. This is
done without contacting the children’s daycare, doctors or without any regard for investigating
the circumstances. The case is at this point closed with literally no due process.
Later, positive statements from the children’s nurses and daycare regarding the mother are ignored. Yet the local municipality took a knee-jerk reaction that Malene is mentally ill without
regarding the facts that any signs of symptoms can be linked to the long-term psychologically
violent relationship caused at the hands of the father. The mother experienced constant belittling, control, and degrading behavior from the father of her children. Often with written
lists of demands far exceeding Malene’s boundaries and reprimands for not following these
demands. All this, of course, affected Malene, yet still Malene was and is a well-functioning,
caring, loving mother.
A statement from a psychologist purport that Malene possesses normal parenting skills, is
cooperative, and seeks positive well-being for the children and that the relationship between
Malene and the children is strong. The psychologist recommends Malene to be the primary
caregiver as she can create a safe and stable home for the children. The father on the opposite
end, is noted by social workers as lacking empathy and play skills, projected as non-cooperative,
exhibited dominating autistic traits and has high focus on own needs.
The children’s school detected a suspicion of domestic violence toward the children and alerted
the local municipality. The municipality promptly advised for removing the children from the
parents. The son, the eldest of the siblings, was not examined by medical and social professionals, and any input from Malene’s earlier statements about the home life situation were
also dually and inexplicably ignored. In the documents from the local municipality, there were
instead completely unfounded statements and indications of multiple diﬀiculties and diagnoses
of Malene, all of which are a complete fabrication. No one seeing Malene with the children has
experienced any of the allegations from the social worker in the municipality. The children
were hastily removed from the parents’ custody on June 25th, 2020, without any case cause
shown.
Two weeks after the removal of the children, the parties met in the courts where the father
admits parts of the abuse yet states that he is the party with the best opportunity to create
a stable home life. The father then receives full custody on this basis even though Malene
presents documentation from both doctors and psychologists confirming Malene statements
about experiencing long-term emotional abuse, that she is healthy and has a sound mind.
The local municipality quite inexplicably simply refuses to acknowledge these.
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It appears the municipality is solidly and unabashedly again and again taking the father’s
(who is a local barrister) part, with complete disregard for the evidence presented. Family
court chooses to leave the investigation to the municipality and rules alone on their evaluation, which can be described as inept at best. Several weeks after, the children are slowly
re-introduced into the home, back to the father yet not the mother. The father is awarded full
custody. Promising the court to effect cooperation and visitation for the children with their
mother Malene.
Malene appealed the verdict but the National Social Appeals Board refused to take the merits
into consideration, and deny the case to be tried in High Court. The denial is based solely
on the findings of the District Court which in turn based it’s ruling on the findings from the
local municipality. A municipality that has absolutely refused to evaluate professional evidence
supporting Malene’s claims that she is well and capable as a parent and had suffered severe
abuse along with her children.
For unknown reasons the municipality grossly overstepped its authority and mandate by claiming Malene suffered from mental illness. The local mayor is the only person who can order a
re-evaluation, and he refuses to take a meeting with Malene or her representatives.
Malene orders and receives a second opinion in the case and again, this result supports Malene’s statements and claims that there is nothing to fear with the children in Malene’s care
as she is mentally healthy, and that removing Malene, who has otherwise been the primary
caregiver, from the children’s lives will harm the children.
After leaving Malene’s care, the children do, in fact, react negatively. The daughter of 3.5
years old, has begun to use diapers again, long after being potty-trained. She has also regressed
linguistically. The son 8 years old, cannot concentrate in school, and the teaches state that his
learning has stopped. He often cries and says he misses his mother. His wish is to live with her.
Psychologists express worry for the children’s well-being.
Malene has not seen her children for 7 months as of this letter, the direct opposite of what the
father promised in the District Court.
The violence continues and every attempt from the mother to see the children is met by
threats from the father. The local municipality knows of the emotional abuse, yet they do
nothing for fear of admitting the original error. The municipality is also obliged to inform the
Agency of Family Law of family violence yet neglects to do this as well.
Malene has now after 7 months of no contact by The Agency of Family Law been awarded
6 supervised visitations and afterwards none. After the supervised visit on April 9th, 2021,
Malene will be forced to say goodbye to her children with them not knowing when they will
see her again.
In short, despite many statements and overwhelming evidence to the contrary, reaching from
emotional and physical abuse from the father, lack of empathy and complete lack of coopera43
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tion from the father, Malene and the children has been time and again refused basic human
rights.
Armed with in-depth doctors’ and psychologists’ determinations and diagnoses, Malene presents
this case to bear evidence of violation of Article 12 of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, Article 8 of the European Convention of Human Rights, the Istanbul Convention and
the Convention on the Rights of the Child.
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Case 7: Gugic vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother of one child.
Danish and Croatian citizen.
Agency of Family Law Case no. 2014-214944
Egedal Municipality Case no. 2707077355
District Court in Hillerød Case no. BS 20722/2019-HIL
District Court in Glostrup Case no. BS 50G-3090/2014-GLO & BS 50G-756/2015GLO
Eastern High Court Case no. B-1122-15/OLR
District Court in Hillerød case no. BS-424/2021-HIL
Reference no. to the Special Procedure at the High Commissioner’s for Human
Rights: mlbd6lbb
Mirel Lundberg Gugic was the primary caretaker of her son from birth until he was 9 ½
years old. The parents never lived together. In 2014 the mother agrees to give the father additional overnight visitations (9/5 visitation scheme). The son reacted by peeing and defecating
in his trousers whenever the mother told him it was time to visit and stay at his father’s house.
The school wrote down the same observations in a school report. The son clearly expressed
that he did not want to stay more time at his father’s place.
To make the son thrive better whilst at his father’s house, the mother contacted the Child Protective Service in Herlev Municipality. They made a psychologist perform a parent evaluation
report, which concludes that both parents can meet their son’s needs. The Child Protective
Service in the municipality of Herlev also investigated the mother and son’s relation and had
no worries about the relation neither worries about any other health concerns.
In 2016 the father filed a residence case at the District Court in Glostrup, stating the mother
is unwilling to co-parent and collaborate. The son tells a child welfare specialist in the District Court in Glostrup, that he does not want to live with his father. The mother is granted
residence status and the parents continue to share custody, as it is evaluated, that the mother
is capable and willing to co-parent. The father then appeals the verdict to the Eastern High
Court, which dismissed the verdict from the District Court in Glostrup and ruled that the
father should have the residence status based on the father being better to collaborate. This
notwithstanding that all documentation show that the mother always wanted the father to see
his son and always willingly collaborated.
Hereafter, the father withholds the child from his mother, to pressure the mother to agree
not to see her son, more than one day a month. With assistance from two psychologists the
father then agrees that the son should see his mother every alternate weekend (10/4 visitation
scheme).
Since 2016 where the father was given the residence status over the son, the son has been
admitted to child psychiatric hospital, diagnosed with infantile autism (despite 4 months earlier in the care of the mother, there were no signs or worries about such a diagnose).
The son ran away from his father’s house to his mother to be with her 3 times, only to
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be returned the same day to his father without anybody listening to the son although the son
told he was being physically and emotionally neglected and was fighting with his father.
In a two-year period, the son has had 5 different school changes since the father got the
residence status and rigorously decreased the contact between the mother and child. Today
the son attends a school for children with severe autism, and is scared of the other pupils, and
often run away from school to escape the tantrums the other pupils display.
When the son lived with his mother, he attended an ordinary school, attended boy scouts, enjoyed camping with sleepovers, karate and different activities, such as volunteering humanity
work with his mother.
While the boy has lived with his father, he often complains and cries about the toughness
and intimidations from his father. He is scared of his father’s tantrums and have been throwing up in sheer fright of his father.
He started wetting himself again. The new resident municipality of Egedal, concludes that
the son does not thrive. The Child Protective Service in Egedal Municipality has received 26
notes from professionals being concerned about the son in the care of his father. These are
the school, special child educators, child welfare institution, the police and psychologist are
all writing to Child Protective Service in Egedal Municipality explaining how the son is not
thriving. The Child Welfare institution also writes that the son is talking about hurting or
killing himself if no-one listens to him.
The social worker at the Child Protective Service in Egedal Municipality has decided the
reason for the son’s mis-thriving in his father’s house, is not because of the psychological and
physical abuse that the son is telling them about, but because of the mother, whom they
believe is the problem to why the boy is not thriving. The mother tried to support her son,
by telling him to tell the authorities about the abuse, and not her, since she cannot help him
which made the social worker believe it was the mother who manipulated the son to tell about
the abuse.
Hereafter the social worker contacted the Agency of Family Law, recommending that the
mother should only see her son for 1,5 hours every second week under supervised attendance
to ensure the mother would not be able to have any influence on her son.
The Agency of Family Law did not investigate the child’s statements but just follow the
recommendations from the social worker.
The father applies for full custody of the boy in 2017 and Hillerød District Court grant it
to him based on the social worker’s letter to the Agency of Family Law.
The mother got hold of a written note of the social worker at municipality of Egedal and
the father having a conversation on the phone, were the father asks the social worker to delete
some documents on the case, that him and his attorney have talked about, would be nice to
have deleted, since he does not believe he is the problem, the mother is. The social worker
agrees to this, and asks the father to send her an e-mail of which documents and statements
should be removed from the case. The father agrees, and after he talks to his attorney, they
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will write to the social worker about which documents to be deleted. One month later, the
social worker from municipality of Egedal, writes to The Agency of Family Law and recommend that the mother should not see her son unsupervised and all contact should be suspended.
The son is telling the social worker from municipality of Egedal about the violence and abuse,
but the social worker is not responding to what the son is telling her. Hereafter the son refuses
to talk to the social worker, since his father is being told about the statements, and is punishing
his son for telling about the abuse.
The child is telling the mother, staff and supervisors in The Angency of Family Law about
psychological, emotional and physical abuse and mis-thriving. He also continued to tell about
confinement, isolation, depression as well as he had a lamp thrown in his head by his father.
The child tells how his father beats him with the bed cover wrapped around him so he does
not get bruises. The father tackles him and lock him in a position where he can’t breathe. The
son is scared and show anger towards his father.
The Agency of Family Law which is supervising the meetings between mother and son contacted the Child Protective Service in the municipality of Egedal, explaining that the child
tells about violence and abuse on the supervised meetings with his mother. The social worker
dismiss that the child is experiencing abuse.
Hereafter, the Agency of Family Law ordered that the son and mother could only to talk
about positive and happy things when they met in supervised visitation. No reason was given.
In March 2019, The Agency of Family Law decides based on the father’s application and
the social worker’s that the supervised visitation is stopped. The father decided hereafter that
the son and mother were not allowed to see each other or have any contact. The child did not
see his mother for 9 months.
In April 2019, the mother filed for visitation rights and in September Hillerød District Court
granted the mother 6 months supervised meeting 1½ hour every 14thday. The son is still
telling about abuse, feelings of depression and lack of teaching and homework at his new school.
In March 2020, the mother filed for visitation at The Agency of Family Law. The Agency
of Family Law decides to have the mother evaluated by a psychologist, however the psychologist was not available before September 2020, and therefore the mother applies for temporary
visitation which the Agency of Family Law grants her in April 2020. The mother is allocated
1 ½ hour supervised visitation each 14th day.
During supervised visitation on 27th of May 2020 in The Agency of Family Law, the son
tells the supervisor and the mother about abuse and violence from his father. The supervisor
decides to speak with the son alone. The supervisor assess that the child is speaking the truth
and that he is subjected to abuse in the home of his father. The son tells the supervisor that
his father wants to place him in foster care if he continues to speak about and react to the
abuse. The conversation is written down in the visitation report.
On the 2nd of November 2020, the mother files for temporary full custody and residence
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status of the son. This based on the son’s continual talk about abuse in his father’s home. On
the 13th of November 2020, The Agency of Family Law rejects to process the application as
they do not find that there are any substantial changed conditions for the child.
The psychologist started evaluating the mother. He performed 5 tests on the mother, hereunder an intelligence test and a Rorschach test. The psychologist further evaluated if the mother
were empathic and could metalize. Additionally, he investigates the family history hereunder
also the municipality’s handling of the case. The psychologist found that the mother was normal and he suggests that the she would be the best parent to care for the son. The psychologist
further criticizes the municipality for not having the child’s best interest at heart.
The mother continues to have supervised visitation. The son keeps talking about abuse in
the home of his father.
On the 6th of January 2021, The Agency of Family Law send the case to the court. The
family court have set a date to the primary hearing on the 14th of June 2021. Since the son
was placed with his father he has not developed his academic skills. He is now turning 14
years and still cannot read or write. The son keeps talking about missing having a normal
school-day with normal education.
This case bear evidence of violation of Article 12 of the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, the Istanbul Convention, the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
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Case 8: Hierbæk vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother of 2 children, son aged 11 and daughter aged 7. Danish citizen
District Court case no:BS 167-1633/2015, BS 9301/2017-LYN, BS-5422/2020-LYN
and BS-5695/2020-Lyn
High Court case no: B-470-16, BS-23364/2018-OLR, BS-23619/2020-OLR and BS23237/2020-OLR
The Agency of Family Law Case No. 2019-83181 and 2015-41970
Roar (son) was born on 03.02.10. and Johanne (daughter) was born on 10.01.14. The parents
lived together for 10 years until the summer of 2015, when the mother took up residence in an
asylum for domestic abused women and children.
I September 2015 the father tried to rape Diana, the mother, under the presence of the son.
Further the son had tried to defend his sister and mother by attacking the father with a fork,
because he was very abusive and aggressive. On another occasion, the father further attacked
and was abusive in the house/garden to an extent where by-passers in the street called the
police.
The case has been active with the municipality since the spring of 2014 due to an anonymous notification that the father had threatened to shoot the whole family.
In 2014 Roar becomes frustrated in kindergarten, a psychologist from the municipality is
assigned to the case. When he starts school his frustration accelerates, there were regular
meetings with social workers in the municipality because he did not thrive in his school. As
of December 2018, Roar has been attending a special need school as he is oppositional and
un-concentrated. Roar has not been diagnosed with ADHD despite symptoms hereof; The
social workers have attributed the son’s behavior as being due to the parental conflict.
There have been no notifications on Johanne until the autumn of 2018 when the father was
granted the residency and she was only allowed to see her mother 4 days out of 14.
In 2016, the mother was granted residence of the children by the district court; aﬀirmed
in the High Court; visitation was ruled to be in a 9/5 scheme. In November 2017, the mother
moved from the suburb to Copenhagen (approximately 20 kilometers away), while the children
continued in their regular school and kindergarten in Rudersdal.
In 2017 the father starts a new residence case. Despite the mother’s relocation to Copenhagen, Rudersdal municipality - which had no action competence nor jurisdiction to do so conducts a Parent Competence Study including a child psychological assessment of Roar. The
report was concluded in the spring of 2018. There is not a single assessment of the domestic
violence, rape and the fact that the father threatened to shoot the mother and children in the
report. The report is of a highly critical psychological professional standard; it does not comply with either ROAD no. 10482 of 11.12.17 guiding guidelines for authorized psychologists or
the Ministry of Social Affairs’ guidelines for the preparation and use of parental competence
surveys which are the two guidelines to which it is subject. A detailed complaint has been sent
to the Psychology Board on 26 March 2020.
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The district court shifted the residence to the father, upheld in the high court. Decisive
emphasis was placed on the illegal Parent Competence Study and the fact that Rudersdal
municipality had offered Roar a place at a special need school. In 2019 the mother is granted
visitation 4 out of 14 days by The Agency of Family Law.
The case files from the municipality testify that the father often mentions his close relations
to the Mayor of Rudersdal municipality; the two of them have previously campaigned together
for the same political party. Everytime he does so, he gets rid of a caseworker who disagrees
with him, or gets a supportive study like the Parent Competence Study. Due to the father’s
close connection with the Mayor of Rudersdal the social workers have without legal jurisdiction
pushed for the change in residency.
The mother has experienced harassing behavior from the father since 2014, and the police
have been at the address prior to the termination of the cohabitation.
Since 2015, the father continuously and to a large extent tried to cast doubt on the mother’s
parent skills and resources. In 2015, he sent a lengthy document about the mother’s childhood
to the psychologist in the municipality and Roars Kindergarten.
Every time the father has disagreed with the mother’s handling of the children, the municipality has been contacted, with the wording ”Psychological violence against my children”,
just as he uses the result of the parental competence report to write long derogatory emails to
the mother.
Due to the Parent Competence Study, the mother accepted sessions with a psychologist to
work on its development points mentioned in the report. The report suggests that the mother
cannot metalize appropriately because she insisted to focus on future cooperation concerning
the children rather than the abusive past, during the interviews for the study.
The report highlighted a concern that the father can be aggressive, dominating, unable to
understand the children’s need for both their parents, has an untamed temper and a cannot
meet the needs of Roar nor his sister in that state of mind. The report also concluded that
Roar clearly stated that he wanted to live with his mother. This was all disregarded by the
court.
The father has repeatedly refused to consent for the children to be heard and involved in
their own case except if it is the social worker in Rudersdal municipality who speaks with
them. The father denied Roar a co-chair from Children’s Terms and a contact person in
the Family Court. He also stopped conflict mediation processes in 2017 and 2019. Most recently, He has denied that the court should hear the children’s perspective in the trial last year.
The mother reported the father for violence against children in december 2019. This due
to advice given by the agency of family law. The police closed the case without questioning
the children, because the social worker in Rudersdal municipality stated that she was not worried that the father was exposing the children to violence. The children were not heard. (The
report also included a rape in 2015; every claim was dropped.)
After the winter holidays in 2020, the mother detains the children after consultation with
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the police, as the children have stated that the father has been violent towards them. The
family court states on 28.02.20 that the children must be returned to the father because the
police closed the case. The children were not heard by family court. The Municipality gave
notice to the police that no actions were needed. The Municipality made no investigation and
did not have any contact with the children concerning this matter - they were not heard at all.
Johanne is referred to the psychologist in the municipality; The father did not agree that
she should see a psychologist and instead he continues to send long letters with such an extensive amount of harassing statements about the mother that it persistently removes focus from
Johanne’s needs.
The mother applied for a temporary decision on residence in The Agency of Family Law,
which was rejected; the appeal was also dismissed. The case was tried in the Family Court in
May 2020 and High Court in September 2020. The father got full custody over both children
despite the fact that both children stated they would rather live with their mother.
13 days after confirmation of the district court’s judgement, the father launch a case trying to
suspend the children’s contact with the mother. This despite the Parental Responsibility Act
specifies that a new case must not be opened when there are no significant changes.
After getting custody in the Family Court in May the father appeals because he does not want
the children to have any contact with their mother. He tells the children that they will not
be permitted to go on holiday with their mother during the summer. Roar reacts to this by
running away from school home to the mother. The mother alarms the school, but they do not
reply. Instead the school, the municipality and the father agree to report it to the police as
a missing person case. When the police arrived at the mother’s home, they talk to Roar who
does not want to go back to the father. The Police close the case and notifies the municipality
of the matter.
The mother sends Roar to school the next day - though he does not want to go, because he
does not want his father to come and take him.
Roar and the mother inform the school of this, and ask the school to help Roar talk to his contact person from the NGO ‘Børns Vilkår’. The school then calls Roar’s father. When he gets
there, Roar locks himself up in the toilet. They force him out, and keep him deprived of his
liberty in an oﬀice, until the social worker from the municipality gets there. Then they interview him and ignore his wish for his contact person, who tries to call several times throughout
the day. After this the father keeps the children isolated from their friends and the mother for
the entire summer break.
Neither the municipality nor the court regards the charter of Fundamental Rights when it
comes to these children. The children tell that article 4 is violated when their father throws
them on the floor and steps on them with his feet. Article 6 is violated when the former
domestic violence is not investigated. Also, when they are deprived of their wishes concerning
which of their parents they want to live with.
Article 7 is violated by the father when he isolates the children and takes their means of communication away from them (phones and tablets provided by the mother). And again, by the
municipality and the Court when they do not react to this action and emphasize the children’s
right to be in contact with their mother, grandparents and friends.
It appears from Guide 9279, AD. 2.1.1 from the Ministry of Social Affairs that previous events,
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as something new, must be given considerable weight. This case has not been re-opened although guidelines to the Parental Responsibility Act clearly defines that children should be
protected from domestic violence. One should therefore assume that the many events during
2020 would have accommodated a review of the entire case.
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Case 9: Larsen vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother of 2 children
Danish citizen
District court: BS99-1528/2017 (Aalborg)
Westre High court: BS-33746/2018-VLR
District court: BS-50433/2019-KOL
Westre high court: BS-33809/2020-VLR
Supreme court: BS-44625/2020-HJR
District court: BS-9607/2021-KOL
The mother of this boy and girl born in 2016 and 2013, had moved into the house of the
father of the children, right before the birth of the boy in 2016. Before that he had thrown her
to the floor three times, because she denied to give him oral sex, and afterwards he dragged
her to the stairs screaming that he´d throw her down them. She managed to fight back, and
pull her legs out of his grip. She took a taxi to the emergency doctor, who made a report. The
mother decided not to press charges against him at that time.
At about that time she got pregnant, and they expected their child together.
After 8 months of pregnancy the mother decides to move in with the father, after he had shown
good behaviour for some time. She thought the abuse was over.
After she moved in the parents started getting meeting notices from the municipality social
services, regarding information received from the alcohol outpatient clinic. The staff in the
clinic were worried about him becoming a father as he had a big temper and an alcohol problem. Also a doctor whom the mother told about the alcohol problem sent the information to
the social services. The day before the son was prematurely born, they were at a meeting with
the social workers which caused green amniotic fluid, which can be a sign of stress.
When the son was born, things went well at the hospital, where they stayed for about a
week, because of a caesarean section. There were no problems, and the father managed not to
drink, and was a kind father.
When they got home from the hospital the drinking continued as always, and the yelling
and screaming was not only directed against the mother, but also their son. The mother got
worried about the father’s behavior when he was alone with the son. The mother decided
to record their time alone. On the recording, you can hear the father screaming and yelling
things like ”shut up you damn kid” - ”You fucking brad” - ”Now you´re going to fucking stop
that screaming” etc. While you could hear pounding sounds that were very loud, and my son
screaming and crying like he was being tortured.
The mother had worked with small kids ages from 0 to 16 for many years, and she had never
heard anything like it. She went to a crisis center for women and children, because of what
her son was being subjected to.
At the center the mother signed a paper saying there should be shared custody, without
her knowing that she had the custody alone.
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There was no help to get, except some consultations with a therapist, but it didn´t help
the son, who was the victim of the crime that made the mother take him to the crisis center.
After three months, the mother returned to the father because she couldn’t find a new apartment. There were many problems, and she didn’t let him alone with their son. After a month,
he was violent and angry again, so the mother took her son to a summer house, where she
stayed with the son. The father routinely dropped by and there were many nights of anger,
yelling, violent episodes which made it impossible to stay there. After a year the mother had
secretly saved up the money for the deposit for a new apartment, and she moved there with
the son.
At the time, the father never claimed the son and he oﬀicially signed over the residence status to the mother. The parents made their own agreements about visitation rights thus The
Agency of Family Law was not involved.
As the agreement between the parents seemed to foster a good cooperation the mother returns to live with the father again.
Soon after the mother and son has moved back to father he gets violent and the mother is
repeatedly raped.
The mother gets pregnant again and decides to leave the father of her son and now unborn
child again.
Before she moved, the father attacked her violently in front of the son. In November 2019, he
is convicted of violence against the mother and receives a short prison sentence.
Hereafter the father starts sending letters to the social workers in the municipality stating
that the mother was not able to care for the son and that she was mentally sick. One of the
father’s friends sent a letter to the municipality, saying that the mother hit the son.
The mother gives birth to a baby girl and decides to move away from the area where the
father lives to get some stability for herself and the children. The father was still exceedingly
violent in situations where the son was handed over for visitation. In 2017 the mother was
accepted into the university and finally experienced some peace and stability in her and her
children’s life.
Soon after the mother has commenced her studies the father applies for temporary residence
of the children. He hires a lawyer who changed it from temporary to permanent custody. The
lawyer called numerous times to the social services to ask for information about the mother
and the children in order to raise concern about the family.
The municipality decides to do a child evaluation (§ 50 examination). At this time, the father
has visitation with both children each alternate weekend.
This § 50 examination uncritically based its conclusion on most of the father’s accusations
about the mother´s way of caring for the children as well as the accusations of the children´s
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behaviour.
The mother could not recognize either her children in their descriptions or herself, as a parent,
as it portrayed her as a woman who knew nothing about children. This despite the mother
has worked seven years in a kindergarten with children aged 1-6 years. At the time of the §
50 examination the mother teaches older children at a school as a side job whilst studying at
the university. Her own children were doing fine and there was positive feedback from their
institutions.
A court mandated psychologist made an evaluation of the family. The psychologist suggests
that the mother should move closer to the father’s home so he has better access to the children.
The mother agrees to the suggestion from the psychologist and her lawyer notify the court
hereof.
Due to the mother’s willingness to move yet again the district court hereafter decides that
the mother is unfit to provide a stable life for the children and grants the father residence
status of both children. The daughter was only 2 years at the time.
The case was appealed to the high court, where they decided that the mother should not
have part in the custody either. The mother was hereafter offered visitation every second
weekend by the father and his lawyer. The mother agrees to this and they sign a legal paper in
the database of The Agency of Family Law. After only a few months the father refuse to hand
over the children for visitation. The Agency of Family Law gets involved and confirm that
the mother should see the children according to the agreement and that she can pick them up
from the kindergarten at the days where she has the visitation rights.
Although there is a written document specifying the exact days of visitation the father immediately contacts the police who start searching for the mother and children. Without a
search warrant the police enters the mother’s home. The mother is notified by the neighbors
that the police is searching her home and she contacts them. The mother explains the police
about the visitation agreement and the instructions from The Agency of Family Law and the
police back off.
The father hereafter wants to entirely suspend the mother’s visitation rights and The Agency
of Family Law decides to suspend any contact between the mother and the children. At this
time the mother could not afford a lawyer.
The police are informed about the violence against the mother. The father is charged with
violence and yet again he receives a sentence for violence.
The mother now applied for part in the custody, residence or visitation rights. A lot of
documents were included in the case this time, like the sentence for violence, documents from
the alcohol outpatient clinic, the testimony from the crisis center and other documents supporting the mother´s case.
Still the mother lost the case and were not allowed contact to her children at all.
The mother appealed the verdict to the high court where she litigated her own case as she did
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not have any money to pay for lawyer.
She lost again although this time the verdict agreed that the children should have contact
to their mother. She appealed to the supreme court which first approved the appeal but then
afterwards communicated that the appeal should be appealed via the appeal grant board.
The application is still pending with the claim that the case is principle due to the father’s
violence.
Meanwhile the mother sent in an application to The Agency of Family Law applying for
visitation. Despite the verdict from the high court The Agency of Family Law reject to process
the application and the the application for visitation is now pending in the district court.
This case bear evidence of violation of Article 2, Article 5, Article 7, Article 12 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, Article 8 of the European Convention of Human Rights, the
Istanbul Convention, the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
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Case 10: Alstrup vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother of 2 children
Danish citizen
Agency of Family Law case no: 2014-222968
District Court in Frederiksberg case no: BS 29475/2019 and BS 31749/2019
Easter High Court case no: BS-25358/2020-OLR and BS-25728/2020 OLR
Supreme Court case no: Refusal from the process grant board case no: 20/00246
(2020- 23-0047)
The mother Julia met the father of her daughter in 2009. They had an on-off relationship
and never lived together. At that time, the mother lived alone with her son, Patrick, who was
then 9 years old. The mother and the father of Patrick had joint custody and was in agreement
of visitation. The mother had the residence status of the son.
Victoria was born on 6.9.2012. The mother had full custody of the daughter and cared well
for her. The father had a very sparse contact with Victoria as he was abusive to the mother,
also when Victoria was present.
Eight times the mother had to go to the hospital because of his abusive behavior.
The mother broke off the relationship with the father when Victoria was 8 months old.
The father was hereafter convicted in court of vandalism as he one day due to his aggressive behavior damaged the door to the mother’s home, while Victoria and the mother was
home.
The mother was worried because of the father’s abusive behavior and did not want to agree
to visitation. On 22.10.13 the father applied to The Agency for Family Law for visitation rights.
The Agency for Family Law ordered a psychologist to make a report about the parents and
Victoria. At a meeting in The Agency of Family Law on 22.10.2013, the father admitted that
he slapped the mother and gave her a fist blow in her face. The Agency of Family Law took
no notice of the father’s abusive behavior and stated that the father no matter the information
about abuse should have visitations rights, first time on 2.1.2014.
In May 2014, the psychologist expert finished his report and underlined that the father did
not understand that it was wrong to hit his children, but anyway he recommended visitation.
On 10.10.2014 The Agency for Family Law increased the father’s visitation right from to 1
day a week to weekend visitation every second week.
Regularly, when Victoria came back from visitation she had bruises on her body, that she
did not have before visitation which the daughter indicated was from her father’s abuse. 5
times the mother went to the hospital after visitation with Victoria and she also 3 times photographed the marks.
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On 11.3.2015 Victoria’s nursery informed the municipality about their worries as Victoria,
when she was 2½ years old, told an employed that the father hit her.
The municipality advised the mother to apply The Agency for Family Law to suspend the
visitation, which she did and she stopped delivering Victoria to visitation from 11.3.2015.
The father then went to court and asked for forcefully delivering to him of Victoria, but
23.6.2015 the court postponed the application until The Agency of Family Law had decided
about the suspension.
In the autumn 2015 the father applied the courts for custody and residence for Victoria on the
ground that the mother had not cooperated by given him Victoria as she should according to
the law.
In the custody case the court asks the same psychologist that made the report to The Agency
of Family Law in 2014 to make an addition to his previous report. On 27.11.2015 the psychologist finished the supplementing report. The psychologist was not worried about the violence
which he expressed in the former report. Further the psychologist omitted that the father had
admitted to have hit the mother and his son from a former relationship.
In January 2016, the city court transferred the custody over Victoria to the father.
The mother appealed to the High Court and because of the appeal Victoria remained living with the mother as there was no decision about immediately delivering of Victoria.
In May 2016, according to the court’s proposal the parents made a settlement where they
agreed on shared custody and that Victoria should have residence with the mother and the
father should have visitation 5 days every 14 days.
After the settlement Victoria spend the 3 weeks holiday with the mother in the summer of 2016
where Victoria was not with the father. Visitation started again for the first time since March
2015 in august 2016. Victoria returned very often from visitation with bruises on her body. She
told that it was marks from the father’s abuse. She said she did not want to go to the father.
The mother did not dare to stop the visitation again as she feared she would then loose custody.
On 22.9.2016 Victoria returned again from the visitation with bruises on her body. The
mother took photos to document the abuse.
Victoria told the mother and her brother that the bruises was from the father’s abuse. Victoria
was taken to hospital and the hospital notified to the municipality with their worries for the
child’s safety. The kindergarten also sent a notification to the municipality with worries about
the safety of Victoria.
On 3.10.2016 Victoria yet again returned from the visitation with marks on her body. She
said the marks was from the father’s abuse. She was taken to the hospital who again notifies
the municipality.
On 7.10.2016 the mother gave in a police complaint about suspicion of abuse from the fa58
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ther towards Victoria. The police decided not to investigation the abuse.
The lawyer appointed to represent Victoria in the abuse case appealed the decision. The
Attorney General upheld the dismissal. Victoria’s lawyer then urged the Minister of Justice
to make the police go on with the investigation but it did not happen.
The father asked the court for forcefully delivering of Victoria but the court was reluctant
and the father withdraw his application.
The mother applied The Agency of Family Law to stop visitation and the father applied
for full custody.
The municipality investigated Victoria’s circumstances and gave a report on 11.5.2017. It
found Victoria’s explanations of violence to be credible and the father was offered treatment
to deal with his aggressiveness and abusive behaviour. The report describes that Victoria despite the abuse she experienced was thriving and that the mother was a caring and good mother.
The mother is a trained pedagogue and therefore have been able to support Victoria to cope
with the experiences she told she had with the fathers abuse under visitation from August to
October 2016 and from Oct. 2014 to March 2015 where she had been in visitation despite she
had told about abuse under visitation.
On 31.7.2017 The Agency of Family Law changed the visitation to supervised visitation a
couple of hours every 14th days.
On 24.10.2017 the court in the custody case started by the father granted the mother sole
custody of Victoria. In the judgment was mentioned that Victoria always had lived with the
mother and had been in well-being and that the father had admitted to had been violent
against the mother and his son.
The father appealed the decision, but the High Court 31.1.2018 upheld the decision of full
custody to the mother.
The supervised contact reports between Victoria and the father stated that they saw no sign
of abuse or fear under the supervision. On 19.1.2018 The Agency of Family Court gave the
father unsupervised visitation one day every 14th day on the condition that he showed proof
of having started on psychological conversations.
Victoria was then delivered to visitation from 19.1.2018.
On 11.3.2019 The Agency of Family Law increased the fathers visitation to be 3 days every 14 days. The mother complained to the court about the decision of visitation and the case
was send to the court.
The health nurse and teacher in Victoria’s school reported that Victoria had told them, that
her father was violent against her.
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In May 2019 Victoria again complained to the mother about the father hitting her several
times. The mother reported the incidence to police in the beginning of June 2019 and ceased
to hand over Victoria for visitation. Hereafter the mother applied to The Agency for Family
Law to suspend visitation.
This time the police investigated the mother’s reporting of violence against her daughter.
Victoria told on video to the police, that the father hit her and pinched her. The police closed
the investigation. The lawyer appointed to help Victoria complained to the General Prosecutor
but he confirmed that the police was in their right to close the case.
The father gave in an application to the court to have Victoria delivered with force.
On 29.10.2019 the court only handled the father’s application for forceful delivering of Victoria and not the mothers complaint about the visitation. The court decided that Victoria
should be delivered to visitation and the mother fined if she did not deliver Victoria.
The court appointed a psychologist to investigate the case. The psychologist did not speak with
Victoria. The information about abuse was not of any concern for the court or the psychologist.
The mother complained to the High Court that confirmed the decision.
The mother applied for permission to go to Supreme Court but was denied.
The municipality made another investigation on Victoria’s conditions without finding the information about abuse of any importance for Victoria’s well-being and protection.
In November 2019 Victoria was again delivered for visitation.
In the start of January 2020 Victoria refused to go to visitation and she told the mother and
her grandfather that under the last visitation on 6-9.12.2019 the father had hit and pinched
her again and had also threaten her. The father had said that if she again told her mother
about abuse under visitation something would happen to her mother. The grandfather gave in
a complain to the police about abuse. Victoria told the police on video about that the father
abused her and also had threaten to do something with her mother.
On 31.3.2020 Victoria’s grandfather died of Covid-19.
On 1.4.2020 the father applied for transferring of custody to him.
On 2.4.2020 the court decided that the mother should deliver Victoria on 3.4.2020 to visitation and pay daily fines if she was not delivered. It could be seen after the court’s decision
was made that the psychologist appointed by the court had made a temporary conclusion stating that there was not any sign of abuse from the father’s side and that the mother had mental
problems. The psychologist had not met with the mother or with Victoria and the mother did
not know about the report before and had no chance to comment it before the decision. It
could be seen from the court’s decision that the court considered the psychologist temporary
judgement of great importance.
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As the mother’s father had died from Covid-19 and the grandmother was sick from Covid19 Victoria and the mother had to be in isolation until 18.4.2020.
Victoria had been close to her grandfather and was grieving and afraid of the father so the
mother could not convince Victoria to go to the father.
The court called to a meeting on 29.4.2020, where the court decided not to talk with Victoria and not to pay attention to the information of abuse. The court ruled that Victoria
should have visitation for 20 days with the father immediately after the court meeting.
During the court hearing two employees from the municipality were sitting at one the side
of the judge and on the other side was the psychologist appointed by the judge.
One employee from the municipality immediately after the court meeting went to collect Victoria and give her to the father.
The mother complained to the High Court who on the 4.5.2020 confirmed the decision from
the district court. The mother applied for permission to go to Supreme court which was denied.
On 24.5.2020 the mother handed in a report to the court from an alternative psychologist
Henry Drøscher. In the evening on the 15.6.2020 the mother received the final report from the
psychologist appointed by the court.
On 17.6.2020 the parents went to court in the custody and visitation case. During the court
meeting the court made an immediate decision and granted the father full custody. The court
based its decision on the report made by the court mandated psychologist who alleged that
the mother was mentally ill although another report showed that the mother was healthy and
of sound mind. The court ruled that Victoria should be delivered to the father two days later
on 19.6.20. The court rejected to process the mother´s application for visitation.
The mother complained to the High Court and asked the High Court to prolong the delivering of Victoria until the High Court made the final decision.
Victoria did not want to go to the father but the High Court refused to prolong the delivering of the child to its father.
The police pressured the mother to deliver Victoria to the father by telling her she would be
charged for kidnapping if she didn´t. The mother succeeded in delivering Victoria to the father
on 25.6.2020 which was 6 days later than the court issued.
On 14.8.2020 the psychologist Henry Drøscher made an investigation of the mother´s ability to be a mother and found she did not have mental problems and was a good mother.
On 26.8.2020 the municipality had a conversation with Victoria where she told she want to
live with the mother and that the father was abusing her. The municipality did nothing to let
Victoria have contact with her mother.
On 28.8.2020 the meeting in High Court took place and on 4.9.2020 the High Court confirmed
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the city court decision. Shortly after the judgement the father moved Victoria to another
school and she does not have any contact to her school friends or other friends or the mother
or her family.
On 31.8.2020 the municipality had a new conversation with Victoria where she said she wanted
to have a 7-7 visitation scheme with her mother and that she missed her.
Since the judge had not granted the mother visitation rights in the main proceedings, she
applied to The Agency of Family Law for provisional visitation rights. The application was
rejected on 13.10.2020. It can be seen from the decision that The Agency of Family Law based
their decision on a statement from the municipality that the mother manipulates the child into
talking about abuse which has not occurred.
The mother appealed the decision to the family court on 25.11.2020. The family court confirmed the decision. This decision is a final cannot be further appealed.
On 6.11.2020 the psychologist Henry Drøscher critiqued the report made by the court mandated
psychologist. Based on this critique the mother applied the Processing Board for permission
to appeal to have the case handled by the Supreme Court. The application was rejected on
9.12.2020. on the grounds that it did not meet the required conditions because it was not a
matter of principle.
Since 25.6.2020 the mother has only seen Victoria 4 times as she went to Victoria’s new
school in August to December 2020. The mother just wanted to greet her daughter and let
her know she was still alive and loved her. Each visit lasted about 5 minutes. Because of these
4 visits the father requested a restraining order on behalf of the daughter which was issued
immediately by the police lasting for 3 years. With a restraining order the mother is refrained
from contacting the daughter and apply for visitation for 3 years.
The police further charged the mother for abduction of the child according to the criminal
code 215 because she withheld the child for 6 days. The case is send to court to be processed
on 7.5.2021.
Since June 2020, the mother is no longer allowed to see her daughter, with no other justification than a risk of manipulation, even though there is ample evidence of child abuse by the
father. Although the daughter had been living with her mother since birth, she was abruptly
taken away from her mother.
This case bear evidence of violation of Article 2, Article 5, Article 9, Article 12 of the Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, Article 8 of the European Convention of Human Rights, the
Istanbul Convention, the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Convention against
Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
In addition, the judgment of the European Human Rights Court CASE OF NEULINGER
AND SHURUK v. SWITZERLAND, no. 41615/07 of July 6, 2010 was not observed.
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Case 11: Misane vs. The Kingdom of Denmark
Mother of two children.
Latvian citizen.
Eastern High Court Case no. S-3231-19
Kristine Misane, a Latvian citizen, was handed over to Latvia on March 3, 2020 after she
had been imprisoned in Denmark since December 9, 2018. Kristine fled from South Africa to
protect herself and her children from violence from the father of the youngest child. Due to the
father’s violence in South Africa, there was a restraining order, but the father repeatedly broke
it. Just before Kristine Misane fled from South Africa, she was gang raped and threatened to
be killed. There is solid evidence that Kristine Misane was subjected to violence by the father
of her child.
In an appeal Hague Convention trial in Latvia it was established that the child could legally
stay in Latvia and therefore should not be returned to the father in South Africa. The result of
this trial confirmed that the mother did right in protecting the child and herself from violence.
Unaware that South Africa had send out an Interpol arrest order on Kristine Misane she left
Latvia to finish some business in Mozambique. The flight included a transfer in Copenhagen
where Kristine was arrested by Danish police and hereafter imprisoned for more than 400 days.
As there was a similar arrest order on the daughter the child did not see her mother the entire
time the mother was imprisoned as the child could not cross the borders.
The Danish Eastern High Court insisted on extraditing Kristine Misane for prosecution in
South Africa, although she faced up to 15 years in prison. A similar misconduct gives a maximum of 4 years in Denmark and a maximum of 3 months in Latvia. Kristine Misane feared
for her life if she was extradited to South Africa. She applied for asylum and she filed her case
to the European Court for Human Rights which was denied admission.
The Latvian President and Minister of Foreign Affairs appealed several times to the Danish Prime Minister Mette Frederiksen and the Minister of Foreign Affairs Jeppe Kofod to no
avail. A demarche was issued by the Latvian parliament with no effect. Medio February 2020,
the Latvian President summoned experts in order to hinder that Denmark extradited Kristine
Misane as of the verdict from Eastern High Court on 15th of November 2019. On February 18,
2020 Latvia issued a European arrest order for Kristine Misane containing three criminal offences Kristine Misane had conducted. One of the issued criminal matter was child abduction.
This arrest order overruled the demand of South Africa to have Kristine Misane extradited
hence she was returned to Latvia on March 3, 2020.
More than 40.000 signatures supporting Kristine Misane demanding that Denmark return
her to Latvia was obtained in only four days. Several demonstrations in front of Danish embassies in Ireland, Sweden, Finland, Latvia as well as demonstrations in Denmark brought
public awareness to the case.
On April 20, 2020, the court in Latvia ruled that Kristine Misane was not guilty in child
abduction or any other matters and she was released from prison.
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That the Latvian parliament and the citizens of Latvia supported Kristine Misane probably saved her life and ensured that her two children still has a mother.
This case illustrates how Denmark favours fathers’ rights to the lives of mothers and children. It also shows how punitive Danish authorities are towards mothers who protect their
children. In Latvia it is not considered a criminal offence to protect one’s child whereas in
Denmark mother’s lose custody and are charged according to the criminal code 215 for withholding a child for 6 days.
Further this case bear evidence of violation of Article 2, Article 5, Article 9, Article 12 of
the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, Article 8 of the European Convention of Human
Rights, the Istanbul Convention, the Convention on the Rights of the Child and the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.
In addition, the judgment of the European Human Rights Court CASE OF NEULINGER
AND SHURUK v. SWITZERLAND, no. 41615/07 of July 6, 2010 was not observed.
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Appendix 6: Attachment Report “You Will Never See
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February 2020 by the
Physicians for Human Rights
(PHR), The Persistent
Psychological Effects of
Family Separation.

