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WILLIAM JUAN :IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF
: PENNSYLVANIA

REEM HASSAN

Appellant : No. 466 EDA 2025

Appeal from the Order Entered January 17, 2025
In the Court of Common Pleas of Philadelphia County
Domestic Relations at No. 0C2205533

BEFORE: McLAUGHLIN, 1., KING, J., and BENDER, P.J.E.
MEMORANDUM BY BENDER, P.J.E.: FILED NOVEMBER 18, 2025
Reem Hassan (Mother) appeals from the trial court’s rulings which
denied Mother’s request to relocate with A.J. (Child); modified the parties’
shared custody of Child; and found Mother in contempt of a prior custody
order to which Mother had agreed. We affirm.
Child was born in July 2018 to Mother and William Juan (Father). The

trial court summarized the following facts:

The parties to this matter were never married, and in a romantic
relationship for approximately one year. N.T., 12/2/24, at 111.
After the birth of [Child,] the parties lived together in
Massachusetts for approximately five weeks. Id. at 19. [C]hild
is multi-cultural, Father being of Taiwanese descent and Mother
being of Egyptian descent. Father is a medical doctor specializing
in radiology. Id. at 91-92. Mother is currently unemployed, but
has previously worked as a scientist specializing in gene therapy.
N.T., 1/9/25, at 32.

Trial Court Opinion (TCO), 3/20/25, at 1-2 (unnumbered).
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On June 1, 2021, Mother gave Father 30 minutes notice that she was
taking Child and leaving Massachusetts. N.T., 12/2/24, at 17. Mother refused
to tell Father where she was going.! Id. at 18. According to Father, he did
not immediately initiate legal proceedings because he “didn't know that was
an option,” and believed he “couldn’t do anything about” Mother moving. Id.
Father “was swamped with residency training” at the time and “just didn't
know.” Id. Prior to Mother leaving Massachusetts, Father had seen Child
“every day.” Id. at 19.

In the months after Mother left Massachusetts, Father did not know
where Mother and Child were. Id. at 22. Father eventually consulted an
attorney and learned that Mother and Child were living in Philadelphia with
Mother’s husband and Mother’s older Child.2 TCO at 2 (citing N.T., 1/9/25, at
40-41).

On July 22, 2022, Father initiated the underlying action by filing a
complaint for custody. Since then, the parties have been involved in
contentious and continuous litigation due to Mother’s “concerted effort to
exclude Father from [C]hild’s life.” Id. at 16 (footnote omitted). The trial

court recounted the following procedural history:

1 Mother testified that she married her current husband the following month.
N.T., 1/9/25, at 8.

2 The older child is not the child of Father or Mother’s husband. See TCO at
2n.1.
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On January 12, 2023, an administrative order was entered
appointing th[e trial] court [judge] as the consolidated case
management judge on all future custody proceedings and
scheduling a semi-protracted hearing for May 23, 2023. On May
23, 2023, the parties reached a comprehensive agreement which
resolved all outstanding claims.

On October 10, 2023, Father filed a petition for contempt of
custody. Mother filed an answer and counterclaim for contempt
on April 1, 2024.

Id. at 3.

In April 2024, Father informed Mother that he planned to move from
Massachusetts to Philadelphia “because [Child] is [t]here.” N.T., 12/2/24, at
15. Approximately ten days later, Mother served Father with notice of her
proposed relocation with Child to North Carolina. Id. at 16. On May 10, 2024,
Father filed an objection to Mother’s proposed relocation and a petition to
modify custody. TCO at 3-4. Father moved to Philadelphia in July 2024. N.T.,

12/2/24, at 15. The trial court observed:

Father lives approximately one mile away [from Mother and
Child]. [Id.] at 14. Father lives in a two bedroom apartment.
Id. at 94. His Father (Paternal Grandfather) plans to move in with
him from Tawain[,] at which point he intends to rent a three
bedroom apartment in the same complex. Id. [C]hild attends
first grade at [a] school [which is] equidistant from both parents’
homes. Id. at 180.

TCO at 2.

The trial court further explained:

A protracted hearing was scheduled for December 2, 2024. The
proceedings commenced on December 2, 2024, but were not able
to conclude in a single day. The matter was continued for further
testimony on January 9, 2025. On January 9, 2025, after hearing
from the witnesses and reviewing all evidence submitted[, the
trial] court found that Mother had not met her burden in seeking
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to relocate. The Petition for Relocation was denied on that date
via final order. Th[e] court gave both counsel an opportunity to
confer with their clients to propose alternate schedules for
physical custody pursuant to Father’s modification request; one if
Mother were to still decide to relocate without [C]hild; and, one if
Mother decided to remain in Philadelphia.

[Within days,] Mother [began] refusing to return [C]hild to Father
for his scheduled periods of custody due to an alleged open
investigation from the Philadelphia Department of Human
Services. A further hearing was scheduled for January 15, 2025.
On January 15, 2025, th[e] court found that the allegations were
not credible and that the interim order would remain in effect. A
comprehensive modification order was entered on January 17,
2025.

Id. at 4.

On January 17, 2025, the trial court entered an order which, inter alia,
awarded the parties shared legal and physical custody of Child, with Mother
having custody on Mondays and Tuesdays; Father having custody on
Wednesdays and Thursdays; and the parties alternating custody every other
weekend. See Order, 1/17/25, at 3. The court also found Mother “in
contempt of court for willful violation of the court order dated May 23, 2023,”
and ordered her to pay attorneys’ fees of $2,500 to Father’s attorney within
30 days. Id. at 5.

Mother filed a timely notice of appeal and concise statement of errors
pursuant to Pa.R.A.P. 1925(a)(2)(i). On appeal, Mother states her eight errors

as follows:

1. Whether the [t]rial [c]ourt erred as a matter of law and abused
its discretion where it determined that by clear and convincing
evidence, [Mother], was in civil contempt by violating a court
order that was definite, clear and specific[?]
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2. Whether the [t]rial [c]ourt erred as a matter of law and abused
its discretion where it determined that by clear and convincing
evidence, [Mother] was in civil contempt by violating a court order
and that there was notice of that order[?]

3. Whether the [t]rial [c]ourt erred as a matter of law and abused
its discretion where it determined that by clear and convincing
evidence, [Mother] was in civil contempt by violating a court order
and that the act constituting the alleged violation was volitional[?]

4. Whether the [t]rial [c]ourt erred as a matter of law and abused
its discretion where it determined that by clear and convincing
evidence, [Mother] was in civil contempt by violating a court order
and that she acted with wrongful intent[?]

5. Whether the [t]rial [c]ourt erred as a matter of law when it
failed to re-interview the Child after new allegations of abuse[?]

6. Whether the [t]rial [c]ourt erred as a matter of law when it
failed to appoint a [guardian ad litem][ or Child-directed counsel
before making its decision[?]

7. Whether the [t]rial [c]ourt erred as a matter of law upon
entering a custody order while [the Department of Human
Services] was still investigating allegations of abuse, pursuant to
the [Child Protective Services Law?]

8. Whether the Trial Court erred as a matter of law when it denied
[Mother’s] motion to relocate when [Mother] provided evidence of
job in another state[?]

Mother’s Amended Brief at 5-6.3

3 We refer to Mother’s third brief, “Amended Brief,” filed on September 19,
2025. This Court struck Mother’s first brief after Father filed an application to
dismiss based on Mother citing non-existent legal authority, and Mother
conceded that the first brief contained false content which “arose from reliance
on what counsel now knows is a flawed legal research engine.” Answer to
Motion to Dismiss, 7/25/25, at 1; see also Order, 8/1/25 (denying Father’s
application to dismiss, striking Mother’s brief, and directing Mother to file a
second brief and reproduced record). Mother filed a second brief on
September 2, 2025. However, she subsequently advised this Court that the

second brief “inadvertently included” erroneous content. See Application to
(Footnote Continued Next Page)
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Our standard of review in custody cases is well-settled:

In reviewing a custody order, our scope is of the broadest type
and our standard is abuse of discretion. We must accept findings
of the trial court that are supported by competent evidence of
record, as our role does not include making independent factual
determinations. In addition, with regard to issues of credibility
and weight of the evidence, we must defer to the presiding trial
judge who viewed and assessed the witnesses first-hand.
However, we are not bound by the trial court’s deductions or
inferences from its factual findings. Ultimately, the test is whether
the trial court’s conclusions are unreasonable as shown by the
evidence of record. We may reject the conclusions of the trial
court only if they involve an error of law, or are unreasonable in
light of the sustainable findings of the trial court.

Wilson v. Smyers, 284 A.3d 509, 515 (Pa. Super. 2022) (citation omitted).

In custody matters, the “paramount concern is the best interests of the
[child] involved.” A.L.B. v. M.D.L., 239 A.3d 142, 148 (Pa. Super. 2020)
(citation omitted). When ordering any form of custody, a court must
determine the best interest of the child by considering all relevant factors,
giving substantial weighted consideration to specific factors that affect the
safety of the child. See 23 Pa.C.S. § 5328(a). "“This Court defers to the
credibility determinations of the trial court with regard to the witnesses who
appeared before it, as that court has had the opportunity to observe their
demeanor.” Harcar v. Harcar, 982 A.2d 1230, 1236 (Pa. Super. 2009)

(citations omitted). We have stated:

Amend, 9/12/25, at 1. This Court granted Mother’s request to file an amended
brief. See Order, 9/18/25. As indicated above, Mother filed the Amended
Brief on September 19, 2025.
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[T]he discretion that a trial court employs in custody matters
should be accorded the utmost respect, given the special nature
of the proceeding and the lasting impact the result will have on
the lives of the parties concerned. Indeed, the knowledge gained
by a trial court in observing witnesses in a custody proceeding
cannot adequately be imparted to an appellate court by a printed
record.

Ketterer v. Seifert, 902 A.2d 533, 540 (Pa. Super. 2006) (citation omitted).

Similarly, when considering an appeal from an order holding a party in
contempt for failure to comply with a court order, our scope of review is
narrow: we will reverse only upon a showing that the court abused its
discretion. Harcar, 982 A.2d at 1234. The court abuses its discretion if it
misapplies the law or exercises its discretion in a manner lacking reason. Id.
To be in contempt, a party must have violated a court order, and the
complaining party must satisfy that burden by a preponderance of the
evidence. Id. Attorneys’ fees may be assessed as a sanction for the
contemnor’s refusal to comply with a court order, “causing the innocent party
to incur fees in an effort to obtain what was rightfully his.” Id. We have
explained:

Each court is the exclusive judge of contempts against its process.

The contempt power is essential to the preservation of the court’s

authority and prevents the administration of justice from falling

into disrepute. When reviewing an appeal from a contempt order,

the [appellate] court must place great reliance upon the discretion
of the trial judge.

Id. at 1235 (citations omitted). See also Brocker v. Brocker, 241 A.2d
336, 339 (Pa. 1968) (stating that where the purpose of a contempt sanction

is to compel compliance, the court must “consider the character and
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magnitude of the harm threatened by continued contumacy, and the probable
effectiveness of any suggested sanction in bringing about the result desired”);
Hopkins v. Byes, 954 A.2d 654, 659 (Pa. Super. 2008) (finding trial judge
“wisely reasoned” that imposition of attorneys’ fees as a sanction for contempt
in a custody case encourages parties to work in the best interests of the child).

Notably, the trial court in this case cited examples from the record in
concluding that, “along with the totality of the circumstances, especially the
behavior and demeanor of the parties that th[e] court withnessed over multiple
days of trial, there is more than adequate support in the record that Mother’s
conduct was volitional and that she acted with wrongful intent.” TCO at 17.

Our review reveals no error or abuse of discretion by the trial court, as
the record contains an excess of support for the court’s rulings. The court
properly considered the factors set forth in 23 Pa.C.S. § 5328 (custody) and
23 Pa.C.S. § 5337 (relocation), as well as applicable legal authority pertaining
to contempt of custody orders. The court thoroughly analyzed and addressed
Mother’s issues in its opinion. Accordingly, we adopt the trial court’s March
20, 2025 opinion in disposing of Mother’s first seven issues. With regard to
Mother’s eighth issue concerning relocation, we do not find the issue waived.
However, we agree that the court’s denial of Mother’s relocation request “is
supported by substantial and credible evidence as detailed in the analysis of
the relocation factors placed on the record.” See TCO at 23 n.7 (citing N.T,
1/9/25, at 216-25).

Order affirmed.
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Judgment Entered.

By . Kekd

Benjamin D. Kohler, Esg.
Prothonotary

Date: 11/18/2025
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