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[1] This is an application by [Camilo Vaughan] and [Bailey Vaughan] to adopt 

[Keaton Dinsmore] born on [date deleted] 2017.   

[2] Mr and Ms [Vaughan] are present in Court with their counsel Ms Casey QC.  

Also present in Court is Ms Kendrick who prepared the s 10 Oranga Tamariki report, 

and Ms [Joy Dinsmore] who is the surrogate mother of [Keaton].  Ms [Dinsmore]’s 

[other child], is also present as is the man of the moment, [Keaton].   

[3] The application for adoption was filed on 5 December 2017.  Annexed to the 

affidavit which was filed by the parties in support of their application is a letter to 

ECART which was very compelling reading.  It gives a great insight into the 

personalities of Mr and Ms [Vaughan] and their motivation for the process that they 

have undertaken to bring young [Keaton] into their lives.   

[4] [Keaton] has been in their care since birth upon his discharge from hospital.  

Ms [Dinsmore] and her husband accompanied the parties to their home and Ms 

[Dinsmore] remained living with the parties for a few days so that she was able to 

provide breast milk for [Keaton].  Mr and Mrs [Vaughan] however, were the ones who 

were responsible for [Keaton]’s care.  That arrangement was supported by Ms 

Kendrick.   

[5] What is special about this process is that [Keaton] is the biological child of 

Mr and Mrs [Vaughan].  He is the product of their genetic material.  He was conceived 

as a result of an ECART approved surrogacy between them and their very good friend 

[Joy Dinsmore], with the blessing of Mr [Seth Dinsmore], Ms [Dinsmore]’s husband.  

Ms [Dinsmore] is not genetically related to [Keaton].  The adoption that is sought will 

mean that [Keaton]’s parentage will be legally recognised.   

[6] In a memorandum dated 5 December 2017 Ms Casey QC sets out the issues 

for the Court.  They are: 

(a) First, is there a valid consent?  I confirm at this stage that I have viewed 

the consents of Ms [Dinsmore] and Mr [Dinsmore].  Both those 



 

 

consents are required and have been provided and are accepted by the 

Court.   

(b) Secondly, pursuant to s 11 Adoption Act 1955, are the applicants fit and 

proper people to adopt [Keaton]?   

(c) Thirdly, is the adoption in [Keaton]’s welfare and bests interests?  I note 

at this juncture that the adoption is wholeheartedly supported by Ms 

Kendrick and the Court has been referred to the United Nations 

Convention on the Rights of the Child.  What is pertinent is to note in 

articles 7 and 8 is that it is [Keaton]’s right to be legally identified as 

the son of the applicants.   

(d) Fourthly, should a final adoption order be made in substitution for what 

is the normal course, which is an interim order?, and 

(e) Fifthly, should a copy of the social worker’s report be released to the 

applicants?   

[7] The report prepared by Ms Kendrick is dated 26 February 2018.  It, of 

necessity, is very detailed and contains very personal information about the parties, 

including some of the struggles that they have personally experienced in their teenage 

years and during their twenties.  I do not intend to traverse those difficulties in this 

decision because those are matters that the parties will have an opportunity to discuss 

with [Keaton] at a time that is appropriate.   

[8] In the summary of the report Ms Kendrick states:  

[Keaton] is a beautiful little boy and Mrs [Vaughan] and Mr [Vaughan] 

have been providing him with a safe, caring and nurturing living 

environment.  Mrs [Vaughan] and Mr [Vaughan] present as a very 

open, honest and caring couple and their references speak very highly 

of them.  They have made suitable childcare and disciplined plans for 

[Keaton]’s future and has shown insight into his attachment and 

identity needs.  I am confident that Ms [Vaughan] and Mr [Vaughan] 

are capable of managing the stress, grief and loss involved with 

parenting a child not born to them.  They have experienced 

challenging situations in the past, have worked together to overcome 



 

 

them and will be able to pass these skills onto [Keaton].  

Ms  [Vaughan] and Mr [Vaughan] feel strongly about being open with 

[Keaton] about his birth story and plan to tell him about surrogacy 

arrangement from an early age.  They have a close relationship with 

Ms and Mr [Dinsmore] and their children and have been in regular 

contact with them since [Keaton]’s birth.”   

[9] When considering the requirements under s 11 Adoption Act 1955 

Ms Kendrick states: 

I have assessed Ms [Vaughan] and Mr [Vaughan] to be fit and proper, 

meeting the requirements of s 11A Adoption Act 1955.  This adoption 

will provide [Keaton] with the security of living with his genetic 

parents.  Therefore, I believe that the adoption is in the best interest of 

[Keaton], meeting the requirements of s 11B Adoption Act 1955.  Mr 

and Ms [Dinsmore] have not imposed any conditions with respect to 

religious denomination and practice in which they wish [Keaton] to 

be raised under s 11 Adoption Act.”  Ms Kendrick supports the 

adoption order being made.   

[10] She further supports and recommends that a final adoption order is made in the 

first instance.  She records that Mr and Ms [Dinsmore] do not want to parent [Keaton] 

and wish to be discharged from their legal responsibilities as soon as possible.  She 

records that this surrogacy arrangement was well planned and supported by all parties.  

In support of a final adoption order being made Ms Kendrick concludes that she does 

not feel there would be any benefit for a social worker to monitor the adoption if an 

interim order were granted, as [Keaton] is living with his genetic parents and has been 

in their care since birth with no concerns.   

[11] Ms Kendrick also recommends that her report is released to the applicants as 

she believes this to be in [Keaton]’s best interests.   

[12] I concur with the conclusions of the social worker that the requirements in s 11 

Adoption Act 1955 have been met, that the applicants are fit and proper people to 

adopt [Keaton], and that it is in his welfare and best interests that adoption order is 

made.   

[13] I am further satisfied in the special circumstances of this case, and with the 

support of the social worker, that a final adoption order is to be made at this time.   



 

 

[14] I direct that a copy of the social worker’s report is to be released directly to the 

applicants.   

[15] In conclusion, I make a final adoption order in favour of the applicants.  

[Keaton]’s name is to be “[Keaton  Vaughan]” and the words, “adoptive parents,” are 

not to appear on his birth certificate. 

 

 

 

 

 

____________________ 

D M Partridge 

Family Court Judge 

 

 
 


