Shadow Report – CEDAW Committee – Spain – 2021
1. INTRODUCTION
We are a group of 20 mothers in Spain. We respectfully submit this report to the CEDAW Committee in reference to the ninth periodic report of Spain to offer information regarding violations of our human rights under CEDAW because we have reported sexual, physical, and psychological violence committed against our children by their fathers. Our children’s rights are being violated too and they are at risk of suffering irreparable harm.

2. CONSENT
We respectfully request that the information in this report not be made public.
3. FAILURE TO IMPLEMENT THE CEDAW
The State of Spain is not effectively and appropriately implementing the CEDAW, for the following reasons, which apply to all our cases:
a. We are facing discrimination for protecting our children from the sexual, physical, and psychological violence at the hands of their fathers that our children have verbalized and/or that has been reported by public authorities. This discrimination is based on the gender stereotype of mothers as manipulating their children to harm fathers. In all our cases, there are documents generated by professionals determining sexual violence against our children that is not being taken seriously.

b. This discrimination constitutes gender-based violence, as stated in the Committee’s General Recommendations No. 19 and No. 35.

c. Our daughters’ right to a life free from gender-based violence and discrimination is being violated. They have verbalized, on more than one occasion, ongoing sexual abuse by their fathers and refuse to go or have contact with them, but Spanish authorities are not listening to them or ensuring their best interest is taken as a primary consideration.
d. Some of us have suffered gender-based violence at the hands of our former partners, and those of us who reported it to the authorities were not believed, leading to revictimization.

e. Our access to justice is being restricted and reparations are not provided in our cases.

f. We have reported the events multiple times, including actions lodged with the Constitutional Court of Spain, which has declined to hear our cases. According to its own records, the Court refused to hear 97% of amparo actions lodged in 2019. This shows that this is not an effective remedy, which leads to impunity in cases where girls’ right to live free from gender-based violence is being violated, a right that is indivisible from, and interdependent with, other rights. Further, their access to justice and reparations is also being obstructed.

g. In some cases, custody of our children has been taken from us and granted to the fathers accused of sexual violence, placing our children’s lives at risk and harming their physical and mental integrity and health. Some of us may end up going to jail for fighting for our children in this context of lack of protection, gender perspective, and due diligence on the part of the State, which has been made aware of our cases through multiple channels.
h. Our children’s rights to freedom from all forms of violence, to be heard and taken seriously, to have their best interest taken as a primary consideration, not to be separated from their mothers against their will and without justification, and to have contact and maintain personal relations with us, are being violated.

i. The justice system is not adapted to the specific needs of girls who face sexual violence within the family. Gender stereotypes are being applied to our daughters, who are not seen as “ideal victims” and not believed. Their stories are questioned, even when the events they have reported are extremely serious and require immediate action with due diligence.

j. Our right to health, and that of our children, are being violated as well. Our children live with constant fear and toxic stress due to the ongoing violence and the failure of the authorities to protect them.
k. In light of the severe pain and suffering our children are experiencing as they are being made to live, spend time, and spend the night with persons accused of committing ongoing sexual violence against them; the authorities’ failure to protect them; the revictimization they are subjected to; the short-, medium-, and long-term harm to their integrity and health, and the institutional violence we are confronting, we consider that we and our children are suffering torture and other cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment.
l. The facts of our cases, occurring throughout Spain, show that the State is not taking appropriate and effective measures so prior acts of gender-based violence are taken into consideration when determining custody and visitation rights regarding children and so that the exercise of custody or visiting rights does not endanger the safety of the victims of violence, including children. The best interests of the child and the child’s right to be heard are not prevailing. 

m. The State is not strengthening the application of legal framework to ensure that the competent authorities exercise due diligence to respond appropriately to situations of gender-based violence.

n. The State is not providing mandatory training for judges and administrative personnel on gender perspective, children’s rights, application of laws against gender-based violence, the definitions of gender-based violence and sexual violence, gender stereotypes, rape myths, and the CEDAW, including its Optional Protocol and General Recommendations, particularly 19 and 35.

o. The State is not taking appropriate measures to modify or abolish laws, regulation, customs, and practices that constitute discrimination against women and girls. Gender stereotypes are present in all our cases, including the stereotype of women as manipulative; mothers manipulating their children to harm the fathers, their former intimate partners; the notion that all fathers, even those accused of sexual violence, should have visitation or even sole custody (“it is always better for a child to be raised by its father”); and the stereotype that girls tend to lie and are not credible when they verbalize sexual violence.

4. FACTS
We attach to this report the judgments and decisions we consider most relevant:

a) V and her daughter V – Madrid (Attachments p. 1)
· “V” has verbalized sexual abuse by her father and paternal grandfather since early childhood. Though the authorities have been made aware of this verbalization through multiple channels, the courts closed the investigation. The best interests of “V” have not been considered, she has not been heard, her right to live free from violence has not been ensured, and her physical and mental health and integrity are jeopardized, because she has visitation with her father and grandfather, both accused of abusing her. The only inquiry carried out before the investigation was a psychosocial report based on two sessions with “V’s” mother. The report concluded the presence of “parental alienation syndrome” and opined that it was “strange” that the girl had suffered sexual assault, despite a medical report and a forensic doctor report. The court closed the case in 2017, finding that the father could not have committed the alleged acts (p. 18). The abuse continued and additional incidents were reported to the authorities in 2019. In 2020, the case was dismissed because the court alleged “bad faith” and “abuse of rights” by the mother (pp. 30-31).
b) S and her daughter S and son D – Barcelona (p. 35)
· “S” and “D” have verbalized sexual abuse by their father. The courts have closed the investigation on three separate occasions, none of which were carried out with due diligence. The mother has not seen her children for a year and a month since they were taken from her in 2020. When “S” was seven, she was taken to a youth facility at her father’s request for refusing to go with him. She was out of school for 10 months. Meanwhile, sole custody of “D” was granted to the father, though he had never lived with him. In 2018, an order was issued suspending visitation and communication with the father, finding the allegations of abuse to be well-founded, and rejecting the findings of the Child Abuse Functional Unit (UFAM) alleging mother’s “parental alienation syndrome” (p. 41). The order protected both children (p. 63). When the father appealed, the court vacated based on “parental alienation syndrome,” allowing visitation to resume. The father then filed an action against the mother for interfering with visitation, though visitation was suspended at the time by the protection order. The children were taken from their mother after a voluntary jurisdiction trial (p. 95) held without “S” or her attorney. Both children currently live with the father. “D” is displaying serious cognitive delays due to the sexual abuse and the removal from his mother, including speech delays, muscular dystrophy, and acute hearing loss. “S” has not seen or spoken with her children, despite having been granted in-person and telephonic visitation with her daughter. She is charged with disobedience and child abduction, though she turned the children over when ordered to do so.

c) C and her daughter L – Madrid (p. 100)
· “L” verbalized sexual abuse by her father when she was three years old. The court dismissed the allegations twice. “L” was never examined, and her mother and pediatrician were only heard after two appeals were filed, almost two years after the initial reports of abuse were made. “L’s” best interests were not prioritized, and she was only heard seven months after she was removed from her mother after being taken to court by her father accused of committing the sexual violence, before the same court removed her from her mother. Mother and daughter have had no contact for three months. Her emotional and mental integrity are being seriously harmed by her father’s coercion. Three months after the initial reports, “C’s” custody and parental rights over “L” were taken away by the court in a provisional measures proceeding, which was declared null and void two years later because the right to a defense was violated. The mother and daughter have only six hours of visitation per month at a supervised visitation facility. The psychosocial report and the 2018 order (pp. 101, 121, and 122) include gender stereotypes and impugn the mother’s credibility. The pediatrician’s findings and the mother’s allegations are considered not believable. The forensic reports were not admitted. The father’s word alone was enough to undermine the procedure.

d) A and her daughter I – Madrid (p. 123)
· “I” verbalized sexual, physical, and psychological abuse by her father when she was seven. The court of first instance dismissed the allegations, finding that the girl’s testimony was “psychologically incredible.” In an act of courage, “I” concealed a recording device on one of the days she was required to go with her father and managed to record a conversation in which he admitted to acts of violence. The case was reopened based on the recording, and the father was convicted of physical abuse, but not sexual abuse. The conviction is being appealed. Proceedings in the family court and Court of Violence against Women have been dismissed, despite the existence of recordings and witnesses. “A” is under investigation for disobedience for noncompliance with visitation. “I” has not been seen by specialized professionals in an appropriate setting or received protection. She has been subjected to revictimization and called to testify at least five times. The mother is accused of manipulating her daughter, consciously or unconsciously, to “harm the father”, that her purpose is to “fight” against the father’s wish to see his daughter, and that she is lodging complaints to “take revenge” because she is “jealous” (pp. 124 and 128). Though the father had been convicted for physical abuse, and the mother was never convicted for false reporting, the mother was arrested and investigated for “possible criminal organization” in the “Infancia Libre” (“Free Childhood”) case. Infancia Libre is a non-profit association fighting for the integral protection of the rights of children, composed by a group of mothers that came together because their cases were similar. Prosecutors finally dropped the charges against Infancia Libre, but almost all Spanish media criminalized the mothers, with consequences for them and their children to this day.
e) S and her daughters A.I. and A.N. – Badajoz (p. 131)

· “A.I.” verbalized sexual abuse by her father when she was two. Two procedures were opened and later dismissed. No action was carried out in the second procedure. The court’s ruling described the girl’s claims as “childish utterances” (p. 134). “A.N.” is four years old, without paternal filiation with “A.I.’s” father. When she was two, she and her sister were taken from their mother and turned over to the former partner of “S.” “A.N.” had no prior relationship with him or his family. She has not seen her mother since. A case was opened in 2016 based on an abuse report issued by the public health center. After the mother made a statement, the case was closed without further investigation. The initial provisional measures were vacated. In a second set of provisional measures, custody and visitation were taken from the mother, despite the fact that paternity had not been established for “A.N.” and a psychologist attested to the truth of the claims of abuse. The court took away custody from “S” for “interfering” with the father’s relationship and visitation with the child (p. 141). When the mother appealed, her claim was denied. She then lodged an amparo action with the Constitutional Court, which was rejected. The second provisional measures order was never enforced, but the mother was charged with abduction. She was convicted of two charges of abduction and sentenced to four years in prison, loss of parental rights, and 15,000 euros in restitution, despite showing that she had custody, the order was never enforced, they always lived in the same place, the children were doing fine, their life was normal, “A.I.”’s father had not established paternity of “A.N.” (p. 147), and the instruction court denied the change in custody and the mother’s detention. Two judges have been sanctioned for serious breaches of duty for irregularities in the civil proceedings, including ordering the mother’s detention. In these sanctions, the court found that there was no abduction or disobedience. “S” has had no contact with her daughters for two years, since their removal in 2019, when the mother was detained by the National Police at the courthouse when she went with her daughter to pick up some paperwork. She was in custody for 24 hours after a writ of habeas corpus was lodged. She was forced to strip and subjected to a body cavity search after passing the metal detectors. A complaint was lodged, but it was dismissed. An amparo action is pending before the Constitutional Court. Her charges are based on the 2018 provisional measures order, which her former partner violated by taking the children from Badajoz when it was not allowed; however, in his case, the judicial system protects him. The final measures hearing has been delayed for four years. The former partner of “S” has requested psychosocial assessments of the mother on three separate occasions, and evaluators have determined the presence of “parental alienation syndrome.” In the most recent assessment, “S” was not interviewed; only the former partner and the children, who had not seen their mother for eight months, were seen (p. 153).
f) C and her son A – Barcelona (p. 154)
· “C” separated from the father of “A” because of the father’s sexual abuse of “A’s” little sister, who was 75% disabled. After the separation, “A” began to verbalize play with sexual content. A criminal case was opened and the UFAM performed an examination. The court granted emergency precautionary measures, gave sole custody to “C,” and ordered supervised visitation for the father at a visitation facility. In 2020, a new criminal case was lodged against the father for alleged sexual abuse at the visitation center. The boy was examined by a forensic assessment team (“EAT”). The assessment report, which included clear gender stereotypes, found that “C” may have influenced “A,” despite findings of injury in the medical report (pp. 181-182). Evaluators suggested that this was a family conflict, and no further investigation was made.
g) L and her daughter D – Barcelona (p. 185)
· “D” started verbalizing abuse in early childhood, and professionals confirmed it. In 2019, care and custody of the child was taken from the mother based on “obsessive-compulsive disorder,” “morbid preoccupation,” and “overprotectiveness” because she took her child to see a pediatrician. “L” provided documentation of physical injuries, but they were not admitted because the case was considered a parental conflict. The UFAM at the hospital reported that “L” had “obsessive-compulsive disorder” and “morbid preoccupation”, there were “no signs of abuse”, and this was a “parental conflict” (p. 188). In 2018, the court dismissed the case based on the UFAM report. “D’s” pediatrician reported “no penetration, but potential sexual touching cannot be ruled out”, based on the girl’s abnormal sexual behavior for her age, including inserting bottles and other toys. The case was dismissed based on the UFAM and forensic assessment team report, which concluded that “suggestive influence by the mother” could not be ruled out (p. 201). In its modified final measures order, the court found that the mother was taking “D” to a psychologist on her own initiative, when it was the visitation center that recommended it to her. The forensic psychologist who examined “D” confirmed the abuse in her report. However, care and custody of the child was granted to the father and the mother was granted visitation, despite the evidence of abuse (pp. 213, 215, and 217). Currently, “D” is living with the father and “L” sees her two weekends a month and during vacations. “D’s” school has reported that she is having emotional difficulties.
h) D and her daughter L – Madrid (p. 233)
· “L” was four years old when her father’s sexual abuse was first reported to the authorities. “D” got a gender-based violence protection order, but “L” was not protected, and the father was allowed visitation. He continued to abuse her during visitation. Protection orders were requested three separate times. Visitation was never suspended, even when two criminal cases were pending. “D” was accused of interfering with the parent-child relationship and seeking to deceive the court. The court also admonished the attorneys for describing the girl as a victim of gender-based violence (p. 234). A first assessment was performed with the father present, and “L” had a severe crisis. Medical reports concluded that the child’s medical history was compatible with sexual abuse. The court failed to consider multiple reports by pediatricians from public services, two allegations of abuse, and five reports from the girl’s school detailing her intense fear of her father and verbalizations of abuse made to her classmates. It only considered reports of “parental alienation syndrome” filed by evaluators who had a professional relationship with the paternal grandfather, also alleged to have abused the girl. They concluded that it was her “imagination.” The case was closed for lack of elements to corroborate the mother’s “pretentions”, even though the girl, while being observed in a Gesell Chamber, discussed insertion of objects in her mouth and vagina, beatings, and death threats (p. 255). The court found the testimony of the five-year-old child inconsistent because she did not specify the number of times, and because she said, “daddy pees in my mouth,” which the court concluded was something the mother had made up. In addition, authorities say the girl did not display the “embarrassment” the court expected of her, and the allegations may have been born of “cross-claims between the parents” (pp. 258-259).
i) P and her daughter M – Madrid (p. 260)
· “M” has verbalized sexual abuse by her father since early childhood. The authorities closed the case. No investigation was carried out with due diligence. She had no contact with her mother for almost two years, and she is currently living with her father. After the first time the case was closed, the investigation was reopened, but in the only assessment performed, “M” was taken to the appointment by her alleged abuser, despite requests to the contrary, so she was unable to speak freely. After this assessment, the court again closed the case. An amparo action was lodged with the Constitutional Court and is currently pending decision. “P” has sole care and custody of “M,” but this custody is currently suspended by the criminal court because she has been charged with child abduction. She was also under investigation for “criminal organization,” along with other mothers, for her membership in the non-profit association Infancia Libre. Prosecutors eventually dropped the case. “P” learned from the news that the prosecutors were seeking at least three years in prison and loss of parental rights for her. The court argued that “P” was manipulating her daughter to “harm” her former partner and that she is “jealous” because he had started a new relationship. The court didn’t believe “M”, demanding details such as the date and time of the sexual abuse, the specific location, how she felt, how her relationship with her father was after the incidents, or how was the subsequent behavior (pp. 266-267).

j) M and her daughter N – Mataró (p. 270)
· “N” started to display sexualized behavior and physical evidence of abuse when she was three, so her mother alerted the authorities, but the case was closed. Her daughter was taken from her despite this evidence. Blame was placed on the mother (p. 271). The psychosocial report pointed to the mother’s “own concerns” and questions her childrearing abilities. The tests administered obtained good results, and her psychological evaluation came back normal. Still, evaluators pointed to the mother’s “difficulties protecting the child from her own anxieties and fears” (p. 280). The court emphasized that “the mother’s behavior shows obsessive tendencies regarding her daughter’s health and is characterized by her mistrust of the father” (p. 288).
k) K and her son J – Bizkaia (p. 291)
· “J” was taken from his mother when he was five. “K” is divorced from the father and has made allegations of gender-based violence against him. He was acquitted, partly based on the months that elapsed between the events and when “K” gathered the courage to report them to the authorities. The family court granted care and custody to the mother, until the visitation center service made a report concluding “parental alienation syndrome.” A modification hearing was held at the father’s request, and the court took custody from “K” and placed visitation at the discretion of the visitation center. The center’s report cited “inappropriate behavior” on the part of “K” toward her son, “interfering with the father’s visitation.” It went on to recommend “assessment of the appropriateness of maintaining the current custody scheme” and “assessment of potential parental interferences by the mother toward the child.” Finally, it described the mother as “uncooperative” (p. 292). The court of first instance dismissed the action, finding that it was in the child’s best interest to remain with “K,” based on the psychosocial report and expert testimony. However, because of the statements and reports by center staff, the court ruling included language such as “The fact that a father-son bond has not been created can be attributed to the mother alone.” It further read that “the mother alone may be held responsible for being unable, or unwilling, to cooperate in helping the child to have a normal relationship with his father,” that the mother “interfered or obstructed with visitation,” and that “visitation is being canceled because of the mother’s interference or obstruction...” (p. 298). The National Court ultimately granted the requests of “K’s” former husband, recommending that “the mother agree to participate in a family intervention program with the appropriate public agency, including specialized training on parental interference.” It went on to discuss a “case of serious manipulation by the mother” and “obstructive behavior by the mother” (pp. 322, 329, and 327). Custody was granted to the father.
l) L.M. and her daughter S – Madrid (p. 332)
· “S” has verbalized sexual abuse and physical abuse by her father since she was two. Her mother reported the facts to the Court of Violence against Women, which did not believe her. Both of her reports of sexual abuse of “S” were dismissed. The cases were resolved based on two reports by court psychosocial staff that cited “parental alienation syndrome” and recommended “threat therapy” in the form of removing custody. “S” was taken from her mother against her will and sole custody was granted to the abusive father. “L” reported additional physical abuse after three hospital reports of injuries in which “S” reported assaults by the father. Based on the same arguments, protection was still not granted to the victim. The Constitutional Court refused to hear her petitions to protect her rights twice. The psychosocial team of the court continued to cite “parental alienation syndrome,” arguing that the mother “does not seem cooperative in supporting the father-child relationship.” This report was used in the first criminal case and the custody change decision and is the basis for judicial interpretation (p. 341). The second report refers to “generating false memories” in the girl and goes on to argue that there were “secondary motives” on the part of the mother (p. 355). “S” was taken to all these proceedings by the alleged abuser, despite multiple requests that she be accompanied by professionals. She could not express herself freely while living with her father. Since the separation, her mother has had to make up to seven reports of harassment, incidents where unknown persons were following her, and an incident in which an unknown motorist tried to run her off the road as she drove home. All the reports were closed without investigation. She has been assisted only by the Red Cross, which provided her with a satellite phone to call emergency services. However, the same courts that have ignored “L.M.’s” reports have investigated all the complaints lodged by her former husband.
m) M.I. and her daughter D – Barcelona (p. 356)
· “D” started to verbalize sexual violence by her father when she was three. There were also reports of physical abuse. A report citing “morbid preoccupation that may place the bond with the father at risk” on the part of the mother (p. 360) was used to separate the child from her mother against her will and grant sole custody to the alleged abuser. When a restraining order was granted and later rescinded, a hospital psychologist told the mother, “Ma’am, there is nothing worse that you could have done.” She went on to say that “That judge must not have slept all night to make a restraining order like that, when there is no evidence,” and that “I will get that order dropped in two sessions.” She added that “That man can’t go without seeing his daughter, he needs his daughter, and she needs her father.” The psychologist always saw “D” in the presence of five psychology students. She told the students to “look how happy ‘D’ is—an abused child does not look like that.” “M.I.” went to the authorities again after being harassed by the father. Her report was referred to the Court of Violence against Women, but no formal hearing was held, because the judge told “M.I.” that she was going to dismiss the case before hearing the defendant. After stating that she intended to dismiss, the judge took a statement from the former partner, issued a dismissal order, and denied the protection order without any investigation. The judge found “M.I.’s” story “incoherent” and “ambiguous” but considered the defendant’s statement “compelling.” She went on to say that it was “undeniable that there are no facts constituting a crime here, but a crisis situation created by the mother” (pp. 362 and 364). The Constitutional Court rejected the amparo action.
n) M.V. and her daughter L and son H – Málaga (p. 367)
· “H” and “L” reported sexual abuse by their father. Service providers have corroborated their stories. After “M.V.” went to the authorities, she was labeled as manipulative and subjected to gender stereotypes, including “parental alienation syndrome” (p. 368). “L” and “H” told “M.V.” about the abuse when they were four and six years old, so she made a report of sexual abuse and gender-based violence. Almost three months later, she was called to testify. When the UFAM was asked to do an assessment, they did two appointments, and the father was present for the first one, where a test was performed on the children, but nothing more. The UFAM concluded there were no signs of abuse and that the mother’s “preoccupation was placing the bond with the father at risk.” The case was dismissed, and the dismissal order is currently on appeal (p. 369). The expert reports were never taken into consideration. In 2017, “M.V.’s” job transferred her to Málaga, where her family lives. She immediately reported the move to the court. In 2019, when visitation at a visitation center was to begin, the children refused to go, displaying anxiety attacks, screaming, and vomiting. “M.V.” still made the children go to the center, because the judge had warned her that she would lose custody if she did not comply with visitation (p. 377).
o) V and her sons E and J – Madrid (p. 396)
· “V” suffered gender-based violence at the hands of her partner. In 2020, when “E” was five, he verbalized, in secret, an incident of sexual abuse by the father. “V” called the police for assistance, but they did not do anything. She had to make a formal report. Her first request for a protection order was denied. Five weeks later, the father physically assaulted her and threatened her, holding a pair of scissors to her throat. This time the protection order was issued, but the father was granted liberal visitation. Multiple reports concluded that “V” was a fit mother and that the children were victims of gender-based violence. The father violated the protection order multiple times. “V” finally decided to move somewhere where her abuser could not find her. She filed a complaint in the province she moved to, but the court found that it did not have jurisdiction. Her children were not found to be victims of gender-based violence. “V” was ordered to return to Madrid (p. 401) on threat of taking custody from her for “failing to renew the father-child bond”. The report of child abuse was referred to another court, along with two expert reports and a psychological evaluation, as both boys have autism spectrum disorder. The judge decided to have a Gessel observation performed, revictimizing the children. The report concluded presence of “parental alienation syndrome” (p. 421).
p) O and her sons J and A – Madrid (p. 422)
· “J” and “A” have verbalized sexual abuse by their father since early childhood. The courts have dismissed the allegations three times because they did not find the children credible and argued that the mother was manipulating them. In the first case, a test was performed five months later by a psychologist with no specialized training or experience. The psychologist interviewed the mother and grandmother, but not the father. After the test, it was determined that the statements were not credible because the mother had “ulterior motives.” The children stayed overnight with the father again, and when they returned, they verbalized additional abuse and death threats. The Court of Violence against Women reviewed the assessments of the children performed by court psychologists and found the children’s stories to be credible. It issued a protection order for the mother and children. Five months later, the case was dismissed. A new case was opened based on the children’s statements to court psychologists. The Court of Violence against Women referred the case to an instruction court. A year and a half later, the court had a pretrial interview done. The interview was performed by a court psychologist, but legal guarantees and requirements were not fulfilled. The psychologist, unable to opine on the credibility of the testimony, deferred to the judge, who dismissed the case. All these decisions have been appealed and overturned. The court wrote in its order that “suggestive influences by the mother cannot be ruled out, nor can the possibility that a situation of fear or reluctance may be generated by repeated exposure to a repeated court battle started by the mother” (pp. 441-442).
q) M and her son S – Madrid (p. 444)
· “S” has verbalized sexual abuse since early childhood, but the courts have not believed him. In 2017, custody was taken from “M” based on her “obstructive” attitude. The court psychosocial team assessment denies abuse, arguing that “manipulation by the mother cannot be ruled out” (p. 455). The court ordered the mother to “immediately seek urgent mental health services to restructure her belief system and ideas and encourage proper parenting without being overprotective of the child” (p. 471). “S” has had no contact with his mother for a year and seven months and is currently living with his father. The professionals that are seeing the child, who were selected by the father, indicate risk of self-harm, dissociative disorder, hand fracture, malnutrition, and social risk. “M” was under investigation by the Madrid prosecutor for being president of the non-profit association Infancia Libre. She was sentenced to a prison term for attempting to protect her child.

r) D and her daughter C – Barcelona (p. 473)
· “C” started verbalizing sexual abuse when she was five. “D” reported the abuse to the authorities and requested a protection order, which was denied. A social worker reported “maternal instrumentalization” without ever meeting “C” in person. “C” was examined by a forensic assessment team (“EAT”). The report’s only conclusion was a “possible suggestion by the mother as the source of the story” due to “high levels of conflict between the parents.” The day after the mother made her declaration, the father attacked her and her daughter on the street, so a protection order was issued for “D” and the father was granted visitation at a visitation center every other weekend. Two visits were held, and “C” cried and refused for a long time both times. The facility, too, reported “manipulation by the mother’s environment” (p. 478). The protection order for “C” was vacated by the court, which wrote in its order that, despite the existence of “credible signs of criminal activity on the part of the defendant,” the order was unwarranted because of “clear ulterior motives on the part of the petitioner” (p. 482). The girl was made to spend every other week with her father, and she reported new episodes of abuse after each visit. “D” reported these episodes, but her request for a new protection order was denied, again on the basis of “ulterior motives” (p. 486). “C” was taken for a second evaluation by her father. She asked for help, but the evaluators made her leave with the father. The next day, she showed up at school with injuries, so precautionary measures were adopted. The civil court heard the father’s petition for sole custody. An assessment of both parents is currently being planned to get a civil hearing scheduled in advance of the two open criminal cases. Social services agencies recommend having “C” placed in a foster home because of the “risk situation created by the conflict between the parents.”
s) M and her daughter N – Lleida (p. 488)
· “M” is a Uruguayan woman living in Spain. She took “N” to see her family when the girl was three, with the father’s permission. In Uruguay, the child started to display troubling behavior. Service providers detected clear signs of sexual abuse by the father. In Spain, the father lodged an international return of children action and a kidnapped child report. After “M” won at trial. The Uruguayan government, trusting in the Spanish justice system, sent mother and daughter back to Spain requesting a set of measures for their protection, including a restraining order, restrictions on communication, and sole custody for the mother. Two months after their return, the court removed the protections for the girl. In the criminal trial for sexual abuse, works by the creator of “parental alienation syndrome” were cited (p. 509) and expert reports from Uruguay were objected to. The judge and prosecutor relied on these arguments to take the girl from her mother (pp. 517-518). Under threat of abduction charges, “M” had to turn over her daughter, now seven years old, to the police, who put her in a police car and drove her five hours to the home of her alleged molester, whom she had not seen in three years. For 18 months, “M” has only seen her daughter for two hours on Saturdays.
 t) I and her daughter S – Bilbao (p. 520)
· “S” verbalized abuse when she was three. The court closed the case without hearing from the professionals. An appeal was lodged and heard, and the charge was amended from abuse to ongoing sexual assault. On appeal, the court wrote that it did not find “ulterior motives on the part of the mother, as the mother only reported the facts to the authorities when the hospital pediatrician told her to.” It went on to note that “the girl had had multiple episodes of vaginal itching, finally leading to a determination of abuse, which is compatible with the findings of impartial and objective professionals.” After several months of mental health services, the girl drew and described a picture depicting abuse (p. 528). When she drew other pictures at school, her teacher made a report that was later filed with the court. Despite the protection order, the family court ordered psychosocial assessments to establish visitation with the father. The court finally found the defendant not guilty (p. 529). The medical reports were found not to be credible; the court argues that the mother was present for the examination (which is required by the protocol) and that “it is not known what language the examination was done in, or in what way or under what circumstances translation was done” (p. 537). However, the forensic doctor had included in his report that both providers present understood Basque, the language the examination was performed in. The court further argues that there was “a relationship, apparently a close one, between the teacher and the mother and her family” (pp. 537, 538, and 543). This was contradicted in testimony at trial, but the court did not find the testimony credible. Mental health agency staff indicated that the girl’s testimony was not valid because the mother was always present for therapy sessions (she was not) and because the sessions were not recorded. They pointed to “aspects that may influence the child’s memory”, “the effect of suggestion on children”, “fantasy or suggestion made by an adult”, and the influence “when the source of misleading information is a person who has credibility for the child.” The ruling employs language such as “‘I’ was hysterical” throughout.
5.  CONTEXT
The facts in our cases take place after the CEDAW Committee’s decision in Angela González Carreño v. Spain (2014), and after the UN Special Rapporteur on violence against women and the UN Working Group on discrimination against women and girls issued communications regarding some of our cases: ESP 5/2019, 9/2019, 11/2019, and 3/2020. GREVIO published its first baseline evaluation report on Spain (2020) with similar concerns and recommendations.
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