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I ntroduction. The ratification by Spain of the Hague
Convention nmentioned in the title took place on 28 My,
1987 (and was published in the BOE 202/ 1987 of 24 August,
1987). Now, any analysis of its application by Spanish
Courts inevitably |leads to establish a distinction between
proceedi ngs prior and further to the Organic Law 1/1996, of
15 January, on child juridical protection, partially
amending the Civil Code and the Iaw on Civil Prosecution,
in which articles 1901 through 1909 were introduced in
Section Il, Title IV, under the title “Measures related to
the return of children under the assunption of

i nt ernati onal abduction”?,

The difficulties encountered by Spain for the adequate
fulfillment of its commtnents under the Convention, were
recorded in the general conclusions of the Special
Comm ssion that nmet in October 1989 to examne the
i npl ementati on of the 1980 Convention. Thus, paragraph |1
contai ns an adnoni shment to Spain, which is insistently
urged to “... take, w thout further delay, any appropriate
measures to ensure that its Central Authority, as well as
its judicial and adm nistrative authorities, are given the
necessary powers and adequate neans enabling the country to
fully meet its obligations under the Convention”2 As
opposed to such situation, the current Spanish practice
(al though not free from problens) shows a satisfactory
| evel of conpliance with the 1980 Conventi on.

1This regulatory framework has been expresdy kept in force by Law 1/2000, of 7
January, on Civil Prosecution, as provided for in the snglefirg article of its Annulment
Provision.

2 The Hague Conference on Private International Law. Conclusions sur les points les
plus importants discutées par la Commission Spéciale, adopted on 26 October, 1989.



Thus, a first conclusion inperatively arises fromthis
prelimnary introduction: the adoption by States Parties of
a procedure enforcing the <celerity and informality
i mpronptu required by the Convention -which will be always
suitable as it wll enable Law enforcers to becone
acquainted with the peculiarities of the Convention- may
become indispensable in those juridical franmeworks where
judicial proceedings are highly crystallized. This is due
to both the need of adapting internal procedural provisions
to the requirenents contained in articles 22 through 30 of
the Convention, and to the fact that, through such
adaptation framework, judges and courts will be able to
grasp the true ratio of a cooperation Convention that
requires fromcourts a substantially limted intervention
that is, accordingly, often difficult to assune.

|. The nature of the 1980 Convention: a pragnatic approach
to a conplex juridical problem

From the juridical viewpoint of our concern, it m ght
be said that international child abduction involves the use
by private individuals of de facto neans to establish
artificial jurisdictional links with a viewto obtain their
cust ody.

Consequently, and | eaving aside the human dranma t hat
i nevitably surrounds all child protection-rel ated issues,
the juridical problemarising fromchild abduction derives
fromthe possible establishnment by private individuals of
more or less artificial jurisdictional |Ilinks on an
i nt ernati onal | evel , whi ch, together wth existing
di screpancies in donestic |aws, nmakes them think on the
possibility of attaining a decision favoring their clains,
as well as legitimzing their actions.

The fact that under these assunptions, the person who
renmoved the child | ooks for the connivance of the authority
responsible for the child s guardianship, and as such



authority’s proceedings in accordance with the w shes of
t hat person should not necessarily involve any type of
irregular action, is precisely the reason why we often face
true “conflicts of cultures or civilizations”, where the
authorities are inmbued of a nore or | ess aware conviction
that they act as “natural judges” on this mtter, and
finally reflect in their decisions their views on a given
way of life and the values on which it is grounded, as
opposed to their own, that has been voluntarily adopted by
t he “abductor”.

It is necessary to recall that in a |arge nunber of
cases, child abduction takes ©place following the
di ssol ution of m xed couples (of different nationality),
which is increasingly frequent in a world where mgration
i's facilitated by an unconmon devel opnent of
conmmuni cations; the possibility that the nmenbers of such
couple look for the “protection” of the authorities in
their State of origin, finally turns theminto especially
wel | - positioned chanpions of a given way of conceiving
famly relations in general, and parental-filial relations
in particular. This is why, from our peculiar perspective,
it is so inportant to deactivate the incidence of decisions
taken at the request of only one party within a forum of
hi s/ her el ection, on such relations as parental -filial ones
are, that should only be the object of a wunified
regul ati on.

These are the terns of the issue faced by the
Convention we are dealing with, within a context marked by
a certain | ag between the preparatory works on which it was
based, and those that took place within the framework of
the Council of Europe, leading to the European Convention
on the recognition and enforcenent of decisions taken on
child custody cases, as well as to the restoration of such
custody, signed in Luxembourg on May 20, 19803 |ndeed,

3 Presently in forcein the 15 Member States of the European Union, plus Cyprus, Iceland, Liechtenstein,

Norway, Poland and Switzerland.



despite the date that identifies such Convention (when it
was opened to accession), the work of the Council of Europe
actually dated back to May 1972, and its text had been
adopted by its Mnisterial Commttee on 30 Novenber, 1979,
that is, alnost a year before the XlIV session of the Hague
Conf erence.

However, the sinultaneous nmenbership of a significant
nunber of States in both Organizations, as well as the fact
that the Special Commi ssion that prepared the prelimnary
draft Convention at the Hague Conference net when the work
of the Council of Europe was al nost conplete (March and
November, 1979), explain better than any theoretical
argument —-the a posteriori reasoning of which wuld be too
easy-, the efforts mde by the drafters of the Hague
Convention in order to find an original approach avoiding
overl aps which, in the best of cases, would turn to a great
ext ent superfluous one of both texts.

Consequently, the starting point should be the
consideration of the work developed by the Council of
Europe, in order to avoid incurring into fruitless
duplications. Then, the work carried out by the European
Organi zation seenmed to respond to a basically judicial
approach to this phenomenon, paying special attention to
juridical security requirenents. Consequently, t he
resulting text is based on the existence of a custody-
related decision as a prerequisite to consider the child s
renmoval or retention as wongful.

Thi s approach responds to the classical notions of
Private International Law, thus, the definition of
“wrongful renmoval” in the Convention’s sense, is set forth
in article 1.d), understanding as such “the child s renoval
through an international border, with a breach of a
resol ution on custody rights pronounced and enforceable in
a Contracting State”. Therefore, the actual application
scope of the Council of Europe’s Convention is restricted



to the assunption of a pronouncenent on guardi anship and
access rights (or the authority’s approval of the terns
agreed upon by both parents). Furthernore, although the
possibility of establishing wongfulness in a subsequent
decision is provided for (art. 12), the exceptional nature
of such provision is confirmed through its possible
exclusion by the States by way of reservation (art. 18)*

Therefore, the requirenent of a forml decision
favoring whoever clains to restore the relationship with
the child, that was altered by the child s *“unlawful
renoval”, leads to the prevalence of the “decision
recognition and enforcenent Convention” approach in the
Luxenmbourg Convention, as opposed to the “cooperation
Conventi on” approach to which sonme Convention provisions
m ght be ai med, such as those that set forth the creation
of Central Authorities responsible for watching over the
Convention’s enforcenent.

In contrast with the above system where classica
instrunents and notions of Private International Law are
applied, the drafters of the Convention of Cctober 25, 1980
on the civil aspects of child abduction, conceived a
resol ution mechanismof a quite different nature, which to
a great extent drifts away fromthe traditional conceptual
framework on this matter.

However, as it usually happens in the world of ideas,
the seed of the notion that would in tine becone the core
of the Hague Convention, did not cone out of nowhere, but
had al ready been considered for some tinme through various
juridical fornmulae.

It should be borne in mnd that during the drafting
process of the Convention of Cctober 5, 1961 concerning the
powers of authorities and the | aw applicable in respect of

4 Thus, when Spain ratified the Convention in 1984, it nade a

reservation in this connection, albeit it was withdrawn in 1991.



the protection of mnors, Article 6 of the Prelimnary
Draft even included a provision denying those who were
responsible for a child s unlawful renoval, the right of
appeal before the Courts; this provision was finally ruled
out due to its fornulation difficulties. On the other hand,
this idea has a resenblance with the solution pronoted for
inter-state relations in the United States of Anmerica in
Article 8 of the U S. Uniform Child Custody Jurisdiction
Act prepared by the 1969 National Conference of
Comm ssioners on Uniform State Laws that was endorsed by
the American Bar Association and adopted by a significant
nunber of states (28 as of 1978). This provision applies
the “clean hand doctrine” by denying the parent who has
acted in a reprehensi ble manner the right to appeal before
the Courts.

More recently, the so-called Dyer Report of 1978
(submtted for the consideration of all Menmber States of
t he Hague Conference, together with a questionnaire), that
mar ked the actual start of the preparatory works for the
Conventi on, reported on the proposal of the Swi ss Del egate
to the Council of Europe, Walter Baechler, ainmed to inpose
on the authorities of the country where the child is
renoved, the obligation of restoring guardi anship -avoiding
as far as possible to go into further depth- in those cases
of an alleged “arbitrary” or “wongful” abduction fromthe
respective guardian®.

It seens to be clear that the proposed action, as far
as it restricts the scope of judicial intervention under
t he above assunptions, reflects a position of distrust vis-
a-vis those Conventions that |ook for a fast enforcenent of
decisions on child s guardianship; in any case, such
m strust was endorsed in practice in the enforcenment of
both bilateral and nmultil ateral Conventi ons.

> « Rapport sur |’ enlévenent international d un enfant par un de ses
parents”, by A Dyer, prelimnary docunment N° 1 of August 1978, in Acts
and docunents of the Fourteenth Session, t. IIl, pp.48-49.



On the other hand, when the Hague Conference directed
its work along the path opened by the above nentioned
proposals, it did it so driven by both the wish to deepen
into the juridical possibilities that they provide for, and
the existence of a determ ning sociological input. In fact,
a thorough consideration of the reality to be regul ated -a
reality that caused true social alarm took the experts and
del egates to the Hague Conference, froman early stage in
t he Convention drafting, to the conclusion that child s
renmoval often took place right before the adoption of any
rel evant custody-rel ated deci si on.

Hypot hetically, under such circunstances the
deprived parent cannot resort to any decision prior to the

renoval and, what is even nore serious, he/she will face
difficulties to obtain such decision once the child,
precisely due to the wongful renoval, 1is already

physi cal |y outside the action scope of the authorities of
his former place of residence.

In view of the above, the Conference understood
that the best way of fighting against the scourge invol ved
in either the use of children to settle old quarrels, or,
in the best of cases, the total disregard of his/her rights
at the time of organizing a new |life where the other parent
has no place, was to inpede the adult renpoving the child to
alter the relevant juridical data. Once this position was
accepted as an starting point, every effort in the
Convention should focus on ensuring the child s return to
hi s/ her place of habitual residence, in the assunption that
the judicial or admnistrative authorities in such place
are the best positioned to pronounce on the guardianship
and access rights over children residing in their
jurisdiction.



1. The Spanish practice from 1987 up to date: a sanple of
the gradual “internalization” of the Convention’s
obj ecti ves.

| have just pointed out that, in ny opinion, the
| eadi ng i dea governing the Convention, and enbodied in its
mai n objective, is to achieve the immediate return of the
wrongfully abducted child to his/her habitual place of
residence. | have also nentioned how such purpose can be
met by, inter alia, restricting the actual jurisdictiona
scope of the judges in the State of refuge of the child’ s
abductor, and stating that no decision adopted on the
child's return within the Convention’s framework wll
affect the basic issue of custody rights (art.19).
O herwise, as a final outline of the neaning of the
i nterventions pronoted by the Convention, it should not be
forgotten that it establishes that the authorities in the
“State of refuge” will only pronounce on the basic issue
after determining that the child is not to be returned
under the Convention or unless an application under the
Convention is not |odged within a reasonable tinme (art.
16) .

But, the first I esson that the Spanish experience has
taught us is that the acceptance of such objectives by
judges and courts is not always easy for various reasons,
either for the celerity that proceedi ngs should have or the
priority that should be assigned to the child s i mediate
return.

a. As to the first issue, from the Convention's
perspective, the greatest obstacles to attain judicial
solutions within a “reasonable” tinme frequently arise from
i nternal procedural regulations. Actually, Article 11 in
the Convention only provides for the authorities in the
Contracting States to act expeditiously, while paragraph 2
establishes that if a decision has not been reached within
six weeks fromthe date of commencenent of the proceedings,



the applicant or the Central Authority of the requested
State shall have the right to request a statenent of the
reasons for the delay. Therefore, the way in which the
domestic Authorities fulfil these provisions depends upon
the juridical order of the States Parties that should
consequently provide for the suitable procedural neans for
such purpose.

In the specific case of the Spanish donestic Law, the
absence of a suitable procedural channel at the time of
Spain’s ratification of the Convention, mkes it easy to
i magine the difficulties that judges and nagi strates faced
to pronounce according to the deadlines provided for in the
Convention. Thus, the Spanish practice during the early
years of the Convention's enforcenent reflected the rarely
successful efforts nade by the Courts to adapt to the pace
set forth in the Convention.

Organic Law 1/1996 of January 15 on the Juridical
Protection of Children put an end to such situation, by
nodi fying the Law on Civil Prosecution and introducing a

whol e Section of Title IV, Book I1Il, under the title
“Measures related to the return of children under the
assunmption of international abduction”. In the case of

Spain, this was the end of a period of uncertainty and
faulty conpliance with its obligations, at |east as far as
the celerity in the judicial processing of return clains
was concer ned.

Nevert hel ess, although the undue delay in proceedi ngs
resulting fromclainms on the return of abducted children
may be directly approached (and solved, in principle) by
means of a legal provision, it is nmore difficult for a
“rul e” (whatever its hierarchy nay be) to be able to nodify
acquired habits that sonetinmes could oppose the nandate in
t he Convention. In any case, the above nentioned Spanish
| aw has indeed served to offer a clear juridical ground for
the actions of those admnistrative officials who are first
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entrusted to fulfil the objectives of the Convention; | am
referring to the Central Authority. This is the situation
as far as the eventual participation of the Governnment
Attorney on the proceedi ngs and the necessary intervention
of the Attorney General’s Ofice are concerned. Finally, in
this brief overview of the Spanish practice | shall nmake
reference to the free |l egal counsel systemin force in the
Spani sh Law and its extension to conflicts arising from
i nternational child abduction.

b. Governnent Attorney. As part of the State Juridical
Servi ce, Gover nnent Attorneys are responsible for
“counseling, representation and defense in trials filed by
the State and its autonomous Organi zations” (Art. 1, Law
52/ 1997, of 27 Novenber, on Legal Assistance to the State
and to Public Institutions); consequently, whenever the
Spani sh Central Authority nust resort to Courts in order to
obtain a <child s return, the Government Attorney
corresponding to the place where the child has been
| ocated, will pronmote the rel evant proceedings to achieve
such return.

This fact has two significant consequences that should
contribute to the adequate enforcenment of the Hague
Conventi on by Spani sh authorities:

- The first consequence refers to the highest
technical quality of those attorneys who will advocate the
thesis of the Central Authority as custodian of the
Convention and representative of whoever requests the
child s return (as provided for in Art. 28 of the Hague
Convention). Indeed, in Spain the Government Attorneys
consist of an elite corps of officials with the highest
qual i fications.

- The second consequence relates to the so-called

“State territorial jurisdiction” and its incidence on the
subj ect-matter jurisdictional concentration, which was

1



qualified as suitable in the Conclusions of the |ast
meeting of the Special Comm ssion in 2001.

In principle, the know edge of these <clains
corresponds to the First Instance Judges (specifically,
those acting on famly issues) whose jurisdiction applies
to the child s location; taking into account their
di stribution throughout the national territory and their
significant nunber, any specialization on this mtter
becomes difficult. As a counterpart, this jurisdictional
assi gnnment has the advantage that clains will be known by a
court close to the child, which will be able to becone
acquai nted with his/her actual situation.

Therefore, the fragnmentation caused by the above
mentioned jurisdictional distribution will be solved by the
intervention of the Government Attorney (which will take
pl ace whenever the return claimis filed before the Central
Authority). This is so due to a traditional State
procedural privilege stating that, whenever the State is a
party in a civil suit, the jurisdiction will correspond to
the Judges and Courts based in province capital cities,
Ceuta and Melilla (Art. 15 of the above 1997 Law). Such
privilege has occasionally caused sone del ay whenever the
Court at the province capital city disqualifies itself in
favor of the Court in the town where the child is |ocated,
and the Governnent Attorney appeals such disqualification
wit. In order to avoid any possible delay for this reason
(as sonetines reported by the Permanent O fice of the Hague
Conference), the State Attorney Ceneral’s O fice instructs
the Governnment Attorney’s not to appeal disqualification
and to appear before the Court that was declared as
conpetent, thus resigning the territorial jurisdiction
which the State is entitled to.

In any case, as an inconpetence sentence i s unusual
the intervention of Governnent Attorneys achieve the above
menti oned positive effect, as it facilitates some degree of



speci ali zation of Courts at province capital cities, which
are better acquainted with nost clains on child abduction.
Both for such reason, and for the remarkabl e professional
qualifications of Governnent Attorneys, this peculiar
features of the Spanish system should be preserved, at
| east as far as the nunber of child abduction cases remnains
unchanged (148 files sumoning Spain in the last three
years).

c. The intervention of the Attorney General’ s Ofice.
In order to understand the role played by the Attorney
General’s Office in proceedings derived from the
Convention’s enforcenent, it should be noted that its
mssion is “to pronote justice action on behalf of
legality, the rights of citizens and the public interest
protected by law, either ex officio or at the request of
the concerned parties” (Art. 1 of Law 50/1981, of 30
Decenber, regulating the Organic Statutes of the Attorney
General’s Ofice). This definition results in its presence
in all civil status-related proceedi ngs, and especially
t hose concerning |egal capacity, filiation, marriage or
m nors, “as far as any of the parties concerned in the
proceedi ngs i s under age” (Art. 749.2 of LEC).

Specifically, the intervention of the Attorney
General’s Ofice in the proceedi ngs designed for child s
return on the assunption of international abduction, is
mandatory and always acts on behalf of the child s
interest. Therefore, its various roles on the proceedi ngs
filed as a result of the Convention's enforcenent are
easily identified. On one hand, it should be understood
that the Governnent Attorney who represents the Centra
Aut hority will defend the juridical position of the person
from whom the child has been abducted. In turn, the
intervention of the Attorney General’s O fice, governed by
the preservation of the child s interest, may not coincide
with the position of the Governnent Attorney, that is, with
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the thesis of the Central Authority representing the person
who claims for the child s return.

Sone issues that |egislation does not provide for
clearly enough should be noted in connection with the
Attorney Ceneral’s action holding a position that gains
aut onony, precisely because it responds to a direct
assessnent of the concerned child s interest.

The first issue of concern is to determ ne whether and
to what extent the Attorney GCeneral’s Ofice has the
necessary autonony to file the exceptions to the child's
return provided for in Articles 13 and 20 of the
Convention. In ny view, this matter becomes especially
realistic when exceptions are related to the assessnent of
a serious risk, either physic, psychic or of any other
nature, caused by the return, that m ght put the child in
an unbearabl e situation; the sane applies if the return is
not possible due to essential Spanish principles on the
protection of human rights and basic |iberties.

Nevert hel ess, although there seens to be no problem
when the Attorney General acts in support of the party that
files any of the above exceptions, the situation is not so
clear when they are filed directly and i ndependently from
the position of the parties. | have no information on
whet her this assunption has even taken place in practice,
but | understand this hypothesis nmay arise and its solution
within the Spanish regul atory framework shoul d possibly be
acconpani ed by adequate nmeasures in order to achieve the
child s guar di anship by t he conpet ent public
Adm nistration, subject to a previous declaration of
abandonnent (Art. 172 of the Civil Code). In fact, child s
abduction initially create an inter privatos relationship,
where the intervention of public powers as such should be
restricted to what is required in the best interest of the
child.

14



The concl usions on the possible filing by the Attorney
General of exceptions on the child s return as provided for
in the Convention, in my view also extend to the
possibility that the Attorney General’'s O fice appeals to
the sentence on the child s return (Art. 1908 LEC), either
positive or negative. My reasons for such solution are the
sane as for exceptions: unless there is a fair cause to
understand that the child is in a situation of abandonment,
any appeal to the judicial decision should be reserved, as
a general rule, to those who di spute his/her guardianship
and cust ody.

A different matter would be if the Attorney Ceneral’s
Office could promote, together with whoever files the
action, the adoption of the child s tenporary custody or
any other securing neasure as deened relevant (Art. 1903
LEC); in such case, the basic intent is to guarantee the
enforcement of the judicial decision wthout any new
interference fromthe person who, by abducting the child,
al ready proved to be prone to the use of de facto nethods
Any way, except in those cases where the above tenporary
measure is determ ned by considerations on the child’ s
saf equard, it should be acknow edged that its use woul d
make the Attorney General’s O fice to appear as adopting an
attitude that m ght be qualified as hostile vis-a-vis the
person who renoved the child.

d. In this overview on sone practical problens of the
enforcement of the Hague Convention in the Spanish
juridical framework, | wsh to mention the free |egal
counsel, using for that purpose the denom nation pertaining
to our Legal system

This issue is approached in two articles in the 1980
Convention. The first one, Article 25, extends the
i ndi vi dual scope of the legal aid system applicable in all
States Parties to the Convention, providing that nationals
and habitual residents in the other Contracting States w ||
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be also entitled to such aid “in nmatters concerned with the
application of this Convention”, “on the sane conditions as
if they thensel ves were nationals of and habitually

resident” in that State.

In the Spanish case, this neans that the access to the
conpr ehensi ve benefits of free I egal aid established by Law
1/1996 of 10 January, may be claimed by the persons
mentioned in Article 25, on the sane conditions as “Spanish
citizens, nationals of other Menber States of the European
Union, and foreigners with | egal residence in Spain” (Art.
1 of the above nmentioned Law)®. The scope of benefits
involved in the right to free legal aid can be verified
t hrough the nere reading of Art. 6 of the corresponding
regul atory Law. Let's just nention that, anong others, it
i ncludes free counsel and orientation prior to trial, as
well as free defense and representation by an attorney and
a solicitor in judicial proceedings.

From the above it can be assuned that, besides being
represented by the Central Authority and, through it, by
t he Governnent Attorney, the plaintiff |acking econom c
means can litigate before Spanish Courts with an adequate
| egal ad. This assumption will logically take place if
whoever clains for the child s return directly applies to
Spani sh courts wthout doing so through the Central
Aut hority, as expressly provided for in Art. 29 of the
Conventi on.

The second article dealing with this issue is Article
26, where paragraph 2 establishes that Central Authorities

wi |l neither be paid for their services, nor “require any

® Also including foreigners visiting Spain... in connection
wth adm nistrative or judicial proceedings that may inply
the rejection of their entry, their return or expul sion
from Spani sh territory, as well as asylum proceedi ngs
provided for in Art. 22 of the Organic Law 4/2000 of 11
January, as per the wording of Law 8/ 2000 of 22 Decenber.
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paynment fromthe applicant towards the costs and expenses
of the proceedings or, where applicable, those arising from
the participation of |egal counsel or advisers”. However,
this provision, together with the one regul ating the use of
| anguages anmobng Central Authorities, may be the object of
reservation, as per the terns provided for in paragraph 3
of that sanme Article. This confirms, if the obvious should
be confirmed, the world of difference existing between
juridical systenms on this issue: Art. 26, which was
concei ved for those regulatory frameworks that do not
provi de for an autonomous mechani sm of procedura
representation by the Central Authority, faces failure
(through a possible reservation) when such frameworks
neither provide for a general systemof free legal aid. To
a great extent, the problens experienced by sonme countries,
such as the United States of Anerica, for a proper

enf orcenent of the Convention, arise fromthe conbi nation

of both negative circunstances.

I[11. |Issues for debate in connection with child abducti on
fromthe perspective of Spanish Law.

Once procedural obstacles are overcone, and counting
on a jurisprudence that starts enforcing the Hague
Convention in a rather accurate manner, there are stil
many issues left that have not been approached in this
presentation, sone of which have a special de |ege ferenda
i nportance. Let nme recall them just pro nenoria.

- The “shaded” extension of the above regulatory
framework to access rights-related clains, in pursuance of
Article 21 in the Convention. The limtations of the
procedural provisions that have been exam ned under the
assunption of child abduction, and the consequent need of
resorting to jurisdictional cooperation proceedings set
forth in Arts. 277 LOPJ and 300 LEC
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The trend to restrict the Central Authority’'s
intervention to those cases where access rights appear to
be allegedly involved with the child s abduction or
retention.

- The possi bl e punishment of child abduction by one of
the parents, including international abduction, according
to a Draft Law submtted to the Deputy Chanber on 11 June,
2001, that consolidates previous draft |aws respectively
presented by the Partido Popul ar and the Partido Socialista
Obrero Espafiol .

- The scope and consequences of a “one single purpose”
appeal on decisions concerning the legitimcy of the
child s return. In this connection, the problemarisen on
STC 120/ 2002 of 20 May, 2002, is of relevance.
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