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APPEALS

Costs — Where the Full Court made no order as to costs — Where the Full Court found that the
applicant for costs could not rely on an offer for settlement because it impliedly purported
to confer jurisdiction on the court subsequent to the trial judge’s determination that the court
did not have jurisdiction to hear the initiating application — Where although the respondent
was ultimately wholly unsuccessful, the main appeal raised a novel issue upon which there
was no existing authority — Where the Full Court reiterated that orders for indemnity costs
would only be made in the most extreme cases because the primary rule in this jurisdiction
is that each party bear their own costs: Madin v Palis 55 Fam LR 59

Jurisdiction — Where court indicated at conclusion of appeal hearing that directions would be made
for the filing of submissions of costs pending outcome of the appeal — Where the court
inadvertently made an order under s 9 of the Federal Proceedings (Costs) Act 1981 (Cth)
in favour of the appellant wife — Where such an order would deny the wife her right to
be heard on the issue of costs — Whether an order can be set aside under the slip rule —
Whether the availability of the slip rule was affected by virtue of the fact the order was
perfected — Whether the making of the order meant the court has exhausted its power to
make a further order for costs — Whether the court had the power to reopen perfected orders
— Where this case constituted an exception to the general rule that perfected orders cannot
be reopened — Whether r 22.53 of the Family Law Rules 2004 (Cth) allows a party to apply
for a costs order where the court has allowed an appeal: Vadisanis v Vadisanis 55 Fam LR
1

CHILDREN

International child abduction — Orders for children to be returned — Whether primary judge
making orders adequately took into account children’s best interests — Whether primary
judge gave adequate weight to children’s views: Bondelmonte v Bondelmonte 55 Fam LR
65

FINANCIAL AGREEMENTS

Setting aside — Whether party to financial agreement engaged in fraud — Whether party to financial
agreement engaged in unconscionable conduct — Whether financial agreement voidable for
ambiguity and uncertainty: Parke v Parke 55 Fam LR 11
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