[image: image1.png]6. The matter had come to litigation as a result of the fathers’ desire that their
daughters should receive ther chiidhood immunisations contrary to their
mothers’ wishes. These two families were unconnected but their cases
became linked for the court action.

CHRONOLOGY

The farst expert 1o make a report in this case was Dr Conway. Consultant
Paediaincian with a special nterest in paediatnc rfectors MYMIUNOI0GY and
respiratory medicine. He was instructed by soliciiors on beraff of e father of
Chiid Btowriteanexpeltlepatonmequ&dﬁnnofherrecewhgdﬂdhood
immunisations. In a report dated 4 August 2001, Dr Conway recommended
that Child B be given the full range of immunisations. Contrary to his
declaration in his report, that he had indicated therein the sources of all his

information, Dr Conway had not done so.

8. Professor Kroll, Professor of Paediatrics and Consultant Paediatrician with a
particular interest in children’s infectious diseases, was instructed by the
Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service (CAFCASS) to write
expert reports in respect of both children. In his reports dated 19 and 20 May
2002, he recommended that both children be given the full range of childhood
immunisations, with the exception of pertussis for Child B.

g Your initial letter of instruction from solicitors dated 24 May 2002 requested
you to prepare a report for use in the pending court proceedings. Specifically,
the solicitors instructed you to answer the following questions:

“1. What are the comparable risks between the children having the
childhood immunisations and not.
2. Whether there is anything in any of the children’s medical history
which indicates that the child should not be given any or any

- combination of the immunisations listed in the report of Dr Conwa y
dated 4 August 2001. ...




