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[1] This is the matter of [Cole Williamson] and [Poppy Williamson].  They seek 

to adopt [the child] who was born on [date deleted] March 2017.   

[2] Such applications are made under the Adoption Act 1955.  The power to make 

such adoptions is contained in s 3 of the Act.  The Act requires a social worker to report 

to the Court in terms of the proposed adoption and the Court must be satisfied under s 

11 of the Act that the applicants are fit and proper people to have the role of providing 

day-to-day care for the child and of sufficient ability to bring up, maintain and educate 

the child.  The Court must also be satisfied that the welfare and interests of the child 

will be promoted by the adoption, due consideration being for this purpose given to 

the wishes of the child having regard to the age and understanding of the child.  

Obviously in this case [the child] is only a baby and it is not required that she or her 

wishes be taken account of for that reason. 

[3] This application is through a traditional surrogacy agreement.  Her birth was 

the result of such an agreement developed between Mr and Mrs [Williamson] and 

Ms [Ella Jones].  Mr [Williamson] is [the child’s] biological father.  Mr and 

Mrs [Williamson] were present at [the child’s] birth and have cared for [the child] 

since birth.  Social work placement approval was unable to be issued as Mr and Mrs 

[Williamson] cared for [the child] prior to Ms [Jones’] legal consent being received.  

That has, however, since occurred. 

[4] In terms of the assessment of Mr and Mrs [Williamson] under s 11, there are 

no issues of concern arising at all.  Mr [Williamson] is the full-time caregiver of [the 

child] now and Mrs [Williamson] has recently taken on full-time employment for 

[employer deleted] as [role deleted].  That left Mr [Williamson] available to take on 

the role of primary parent at home.  Financially the couple have an annual income of 

approximately $85,000.  They can, says the social worker, financially provide for [the 

child] and they appear to budget their finances well. 

[5] When discussing behavioural management the applicant’s views appeared to 

the social worker to be appropriate and acceptable.  Mr and Mrs [Williamson] were 

born in the [country deleted] and enjoyed positive and nurturing relationships within 

their childhoods. 



 

 ] 

[6] Mr and Mrs [Williamson] are older parents in terms of the application being 

made.  Mrs [Williamson] has a daughter, [Stacey] who herself is now [age deleted] 

years of age and a mother herself.  Tellingly, [Stacey] made the following comments 

about Mr [Williamson]. 

[Cole] was a great dad.  It was a challenge to become a dad to a [age deleted] 

year old but he managed it and we have a brilliant relationship.  I couldn’t ask 

for better parents.   

 

I must say that a recommendation such as that is very telling for the Court.   

[7] In terms of the surrogacy plan, because it is a traditional surrogacy arrangement 

the report writer’s role did not include making contact with Ms [Jones].  For that 

reason she was unable to confirm whether Ms [Jones] has participated in any 

counselling services.  In any event, I note that the relationship between Mr and 

Mrs [Williamson] and Ms [Jones] is ongoing.  She is a friend of theirs and they intend 

to include her in [the child’s] life.  That will no doubt ensure that a healthy relationship 

is enjoyed by all, particularly when [the child] is older and understands the way [their] 

background has unfolded. 

[8] The assessment of the report writer is that [the child] presents as beautifully 

cared for meeting all of [the child’s] developmental milestones, [the child] has just 

started teething, sleeps through the night and [the child] is in the higher percentile for 

height and weight.  The report writer was very confident that all of [the child’s] 

individual needs were being well met.  [The child’s] birth story will be honoured and 

kept transparent so that [the child] has a true understanding of [their] heritage and full 

identity.  As I have said Mr and Mrs [Williamson] are committed to maintaining 

contact with [the child’s] birth family.  In fact Ms [Jones] has already had a holiday at 

Mr and Mrs [Williamson] home since birth. 

[9] The report writer recommends in this situation that a final adoption order is 

granted in favour of Mr and Mrs [Williamson].  She believes that is the most 

appropriate legal mechanism in securing a legal relationship with [the child] and in 

order to reflect [the child’s] genetic heritage. 



 

 ] 

[10] Under s 5 of the Adoption Act I must make an interim order in the first instance 

unless I find that there are special circumstances that render it desirable that an 

adoption order should be made in the first instance.  This case is clearly one of those 

situations and it is appropriate that matters be brought to a close today with a final 

adoption order in favour of Mr and Mrs [Williamson] in respect of [the child] and I 

order accordingly. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A-M Skellern 

Family Court Judge 

 

 
 


