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IN THE FAMILY COURT  

SITTING AT THE ROYAL COURTS OF JUSTICE 

        CASE NO: DE19P00318 

IN THE MATTER OF THE CHILDREN ACT 1989 

AND IN THE MATTER OF: 

 

 

BETWEEN 

 

ANDREW JAMES GRIFFITHS  

         Applicant 

-and- 

 

KATE ELIZABETH GRIFFITHS  

         1st Respondent 

 

-and- 

 

 

(A child acting by  Children’s Guardian, Deborah Lawes) 

                 2nd Respondent 

 

___________________________________________________________________________ 

 

GUARDIAN’S UPDATING SUBMISSIONS  

1st July 2021  
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Introduction  

 

1. On 27 May 2021 the guardian filed submissions arguing against publication of a judgment 

handed down by HHJ Williscroft on 27 November 2020.  The court made serious findings of 

coercive and controlling behaviour and rape by Andrew Griffiths (F) towards Kate Kniveton 

(M) within the context of private law proceedings concerning their  ( .  

 

2. The guardian’s analysis was undertaken without knowing M’s position on the application.  

Furthermore, she had not seen Miss Tickle’s colour-coded judgment (referred to at Option 1 of 

her submissions) or the court’s schedule of findings.   

 
3. The colour-coded judgment and schedule were received shortly after the guardian’s 

submissions were served and M’s skeleton argument arrived on 3 June 2021.   

 
4. Given that her previous analysis was undertaken with partial information, the guardian wanted 

an opportunity to look at the issues again but with the benefit of a complete picture. Skeleton 

arguments are due on 12 July 2021 however the guardian felt it was necessary to make brief 

submissions now to advise of a change in her position.   

 

5. The balancing exercise between articles 8 and 10 has not been easy to undertake. Given the 

unusual circumstances of the case, overall Miss Lawes supports Miss Tickle’s application to 

publish the judgment in keeping with Option 1 subject to certain caveats.   

 
 
Parliamentary privilege 
 

6. It is understood M intends (although it is unclear when) to speak about her experiences as a 

victim of coercive and controlling behaviour in the House of Commons, regardless of the 

court’s decision on the applications.  It is understood that she would be protected by 

Parliamentary privilege and free from censure by the court.  M wants to add to the debate about 

domestic harm from her perspective as a victim.   

 

7. It is anticipated that the relevance of this argument, and its impact upon the court’s overall 

balancing exercise, will be developed at the substantive hearing however in the meantime the 

guardian however does not seek to prohibit M from speaking in Parliament.   

 
 

 

 

X XX
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Submissions 

 

8. The circumstances of this case are unusual.   mother is an MP with a significant public 

platform from which she intends to be an advocate for those who are or who have suffered from 

domestic abuse.  The court’s findings correspond with her experiences of abuse. Prior to 

receiving her skeleton argument, the guardian was unaware that M strongly supported 

publication and equated any attempt to prevent publication as an attempt to silence her.  

 

9.  father also had a public profile.  Until the events in 2018, F was an MP who contributed to 

Government business as a Minister of State.  The fact that  is M and F’s  is already 

in the public domain.   name and photograph have already appeared in the press at the 

time of  birth.  

 
10. The circumstances of this case raise valid public interest arguments, not only due to F’s 

behaviour at a time when he was an elected member of the Government but also because the 

judgment shines a light on the workings of the Family Court and the approach taken when 

deciding cases in which coercive and controlling behaviour and rape are alleged in private law 

applications concerning children and young people.  The guardian is mindful of the importance 

of transparency in Family Court proceedings and the role publication plays in furthering public 

confidence in the Family Court system.   

 

11. The guardian appreciates that neither article 8 nor 10 ECHR has precedence over the other.  

Miss Lawes has attempted to keep in mind the different issues under consideration whilst 

looking at the comparative importance of those rights contained in articles 8 and 10.  The 

guardian is aware that ’s interests are a primary consideration for the court but that they are 

not paramount, and that the cumulative effect of other considerations can outweigh matters 

relating to the child’s article 8 rights.   

 
12. The guardian has been troubled by the prospect of  being readily identified as the subject of 

the proceedings.   is not the victim of the findings (with the exception of one finding when F 

shouted at ) although  is affected by publication.  References to ’s name, date of birth 

etc should be removed along with .  

 

13.  is only 2 years old and so to a degree the guardian’s analysis regarding ’s article 8 rights is 

speculative. At present  is a happy, content child who enjoys a loving stable home 

environment with  mother and an enjoyable relationship with  father.   has yet to start 
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school.   formative years still lie ahead.  The impact publication could have on the status 

quo and ’s future social and personal relationships has weighed heavily on Miss Lawes’ mind.    

 

14. The guardian identified five core arguments in her first submissions that she felt (and still feels) 

are relevant to the court’s overall analysis.  However, having reflected on the arguments made 

and M’s position, the guardian accepts that whilst these arguments are valid there are other 

considerations, the cumulative effect of which likely outweigh her initial concerns about the 

effect publication would have on ’s article 8 rights.   

 
15. Those five core arguments, at paragraphs 23 to 32 of her first submissions, are:  the nature of 

the court’s findings, ’s age,  relationship with F, the effect publication would have on  

care and the timing (and sensitivity) of explaining why  is the child of separated parents.   

 
16. The most immediate impact publication could have on ’s welfare could be the effect on M’s 

emotional wellbeing at having highly personal and distressing information about her abusive 

experiences in the public domain.  The guardian was concerned this could prevent M from 

responding to ’s emotional needs both now and in the medium-term.   

 
17. There is no evidence that M is emotionally vulnerable or unable to assess the impact publication 

would have on her or the care she gives to  The guardian has no reason to question M’s 

confidence that she will be continue to provide  with consistent, stable care in a secure home 

environment or that she is able to deal with any negative coverage that might flow from 

publishing the judgment.  The guardian accepts tha  will continue to receive good enough 

parenting in the event the findings are published.  

 
18. A longer-term consideration is ’s relationship with F.  They enjoy spending time together and 

it is an inevitable concern that publication will undermine their relationship to ’s detriment.  

The value to a child’s welfare of having a positive relationship with both parents is well 

understood.  

 
19. The guardian has thought carefully about this as part of her analysis.  It is plainly important that 

 has the opportunity to develop  personal relationship with  father as  grows older.  

Eventually, in the years to come, the adults in ’s life will explain to  in a sensitive and 

child focused way why  parents separated.  F’s behaviour in 2018 and during the course of 

his relationship with M will likely form part of that conversation; information about 2018 is 

readily available on the internet.   

 
20. Miss Lawes has thought about how publishing the findings would materially interfere with ’s 

article 8 right to a family life by damaging  relationship with father.  The conversation 
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about his conduct will be had regardless of whether the findings are made public.   mother 

intends to be an advocate for victims of abuse and draw on her own experiences in that role.  

The guardian’s concern was that publication would expose  to the findings at too young an 

age.  

 
21. On balance however the guardian accepts that  will be insulated from any press coverage and 

is too young to notice, or understand, public interest the findings.  is likely to learn about 

F’s conduct later in  childhood when public interest in the findings has died away.  

Preventing publication will not prevent the possibility that ’s relationship with F may change 

as a consequence of his behaviour when  is older. 

 
22. The guardian continues to be concerned that public knowledge about the findings may leave  

exposed to the risk of bullying or negativity from  peers/their parents/school staff.  That said, 

events in 2018 are already in the public domain.   

 
23. Again, the guardian has thought about the realistic impact publishing the judgment would have 

on ’s interests  school years are some way off, by which time the news cycle will have 

moved on and the media interest in the findings will have died down.    

 
 

Publication  

24. The guardian has read the colour-coded judgment and understands that it is agreed that the 

following will not be published –  

 

a. ’s name, gender or date of birth  

b. Information pertaining to M or F’s family 

c.  

d.  

 

25. There may be further discussions about the contents of the judgment at the hearing at which 

point further representations can be made. 

 

Conclusion  

26. When looking at the comparative importance between ’s article 8 rights and the significance 

of the broader themes attaching to article 10, the guardian has reconsidered her original position 

and reached the conclusion that the judgment should be published in some form.  
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Timothy Bowe 

Counsel for the Child 

5 July 2021  

 
 


