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Represantation of E . Cozator of F

The Attorney General First Party Convaned

The Education Committee of :
the States of Jersey S8econd FParty Convened

Application: by the Representor for a revocation of a Care Order
made pursuant to Articte 29(1)(b) of the Children (Jersey) Law, 1088,

Advocate P.C. Hairis for the Representor.
The Solicitor Genezal,

JUDGMENT

YHE BAILIFE: It is gquite ¢lear to the Court that F is very
fond and indeed loves her child and wants that child to return to
her home on a permanent basis and there is no evidence to suggest
that he, in turn, does not love her. But the matter cannot stop
there. Obviously one does not wish to deprive a parent of the joy
of bringing up a son or daughter, but unfortunately when that

parent has certain difficultlses which I need not recite here -
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they are referred to in the Children’s Offlcer’s report - and the.

child himself has undergene problems, and they are referrad to in
Mr. Biddle’s report of 1991, it is quite apparent ~that "the
interests of the c¢hild are paramount. Applying that pfinciple,

. which is zeally the main one we have to consider, I repeat we do

not in any way doubt F”S sincerity, her genuine wish,
or indeed hexr genuine affection and love for that child but we
cannot find it proved - and it is on the balance of probahilities,
of course, 1in an application of this sort - that she would be able

to cope so that the chlild would not suffer,

Accordingly we find ourselves unable to grant the

application.
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