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96047 Bamberg 
 
 
Az.: 2 F 00940/04 
 
In  matter 
 
Stadt Jugendamt Bamberg, Geyerswörthstr. 1, 96047 Bamberg 
-  applicant 
 
against    
 
Petra Heller, Greiffenbergstr. 33, 96052 Bamberg 
-  opposing applicant 
-  now authorized in the process: the signing up 
 
because of parental care 
here: arrangement of contact 
 
 
we announce by laying down the power of attorney that we represent the opposing applicant 
as lawyers. 
 
By resolution of the court yard of Bamberg on April 2,2004 Az.: 2 F 00940/04 Petra Heller. 
child mother, was deprived for the time being of the parental right to take care of her child 
Aeneas Heller, born on April 17, 1995 at time on unknown stay. 
 
Against this decision the lawyer List and colleagues, authorized up to now, had made an 
application for an oral hearing. 
 
After a remote oral notification by the responsible judge at the court of Bamberg, Mr Bauer, 
the date for the oral hearing at the court of Bamberg was set on September 1, 2004. 
 
We announce, that we represent the opposing applicant in this process and request to mail us 
the date of the hearing. 
 
The child mother has meanwhile got to know, that the department of youth at Bamberg is 
establishing a connection between the child Aeneas and the so-called “foster parents”, a 
family named Ziegler. 
 



This has been told to the child mother in the presence of her sister during a talk with the 
responsible social officer, at which Mrs Höhn was present too. Mrs Höhn mentioned at this 
occasion a family named Ziegler having three own children, who has visited Aeneas already. 
 
The treating medical doctor at the university hospital Erlangen, Dr. Blessing. has on August 
14, 2004 on the phone confirmed to the authorized lawyer, that a family named Ziegler has 
admission to the child. 
 
After a desperate letter of the child to his mother had got known the authorized lawyer phoned 
on August 14,2004 to the hospital for children at the university of Erlangen and talked to the 
medical doctor in duty, Dr. Blessing. At the subject, who is having the permission of visiting 
the child, Dr. Blessing said: the mother is not allowed to visit the child but the childminder 
may come. 
 
Evidence: Letter of the child Aeneas to his mother 
 
Because the authorized lawyer argued, that in that case Mrs Greipel, who had looked after the 
child up to now may come, Dr. Blessing answered, that Mrs Greipel isn`t the childminder but 
Mrs Ziegler, resp. he knew only of the family Ziegler. 
 
Evidence: Assurance by the lawyer 
 
Hereby follows that the department of youth at Bamberg definitely and systematically is 
building up a relationship between the child and a so-called foster family Ziegler. 
 
This leads to and means to the opposing applicant, that she is to become strange to the child 
Aeneas and that Aeneas is being prepared for an accommodation in a so-called “foster 
family”. There exists no right at all to do so. It contradicts to the well-being of the child, if  it 
is being held away from the entitled parent but  instead and opposite to the will of the child 
mother is forced into contact to completely strange persons, who are obviously chosen as 
“foster parents”. 
 
A final decision about the parental care is not yet done. Up to now there wasn`t even any oral 
hearing. There is an entitled interest for the child mother that the applicant doesn`t complete 
facts and that the child isn`t set out to the influences of persons about whom  the child mother 
has no knowledge and who obviously are to take over the parents role. 
 
According to § 1666  I, IV; § 1684  III  BGB: is the contact introduced by the applicant to a 
family named Ziegler to stop in order to prevent the child Aeneas being disentangled from his 
mother. 
 
Because of the urgency it is applied to prohibit these contacts the applicant has introduced at 
immediate effect. It is applied for decision without any oral hearing. 
 
 
 
 
Becker 
lawyer





 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 


