Note to readers: To navigate within this document use the set of icons listed above on the Acrobat toolbar.

These opinions are made available as a joint effort by the District of Columbia Court of Appeals and the
District of Columbia Bar.

Notice: This opinion is subject to formal revision before publication in the Atlantic and
Maryland Reporters. Users are requested to notify the Clerk of the Court of any formal errors
so that corrections may be made before the bound volumes go to press.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COURT OF APPEALS

Nos. 98-FS-1149, 98-FS-1150, 98-FS-1151,
98-FS-1152, 98-FS-1153, 98-FS-1154

INRETW.P.,, T.P.,K.P.,
L.P.AND T.F., APPELLANTS.

Appeal from the Superior Court of the
District of Columbia

(Hon. Brook Hedge, Trial Judge)

(Argued February 15, 2000 Decided July 27, 2000)

R. René Dupuy for appellant, L.P.

Paul E. Nystrom, Jr. for appellant, T.F.

Christopher May for appellees.
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WASHINGTON, Associate Judge: The sole issue on appea is whether there was sufficient
evidenceintherecordto terminatethe parental rightsof L.P. (*mother”) and T.F. (“father”) (collectively,
“appdlants’). On January 3, 1995, the guardian ad litem for appellees, K.P., T.P., and Tw.P., filed
motionsto terminate the parental rights of L.P. and T.F. After a hearing conducted on March 26 and
March 28, 1996, thetria court issued an order terminating appellants parental rights. On February 17,
1998, appellants motion to vacate and reopen thetermination of parenta rights (TPR) hearing was granted
and asupplementa hearing washeld on March 13 and March 19, 1998. On April 24, 1998, thetrid court

again issued an order terminating appellants parenta rights, and timely appealswerefiledin thiscourt.
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Appellants argue on appeal that the trial court’s decision to terminate their parental rights was not
supported by clear and convincing evidence. Wediscern no error with thetria court’ sruling, and thuswe

affirm.

Tw.P., T.P.,andK.P. arethechildren of L.P.and T.F. Tw.P.and T.P. aresistersborn on August
31, 1986, and August 2, 1988, respectively. Their brother, K.P., wasborn on June 12, 1989. At thetime
the mother entered a stipulation of neglect on April 7, 1992, the children were five, three and two years

of age, respectively.

This casefirst cameto the attention of the District of Columbia Department of Human Services
(“DHS’) when the shelter facility where L.P., Tw.P., T.P., and K.P. were residing contacted the agency
to report that L.P. had |eft the children alone on several occasions. Although the case was referred to
Laraine Adams, aDHS social worker, on July 4, 1991, nothing came of the matter until September 1991,
when the shelter facility contacted DHS requesting a placement for the three children because L.P. had
been arrested for stabbing her boyfriend. SinceL.P. wasunableto carefor the children because of her
legd difficulties, DHS sought aninterim placement. At that time, the three children were placed in the home
of their birth father, T.F., and hismother J.F. However, after two weeks, the children werereturned to
DHS because the house was too small to accommodate both the children and J.F.’ s daughter who had

been shot and was convaescing in the home. At that time, DHS suggested that T.F. enter ashelter with



3

hischildrentowait for apermanent housing placement. However, T.F. decided against entering ashelter

with the children.

In November of 1991, the children were placed with amaternd cousin, SB. However, they were
removed from the home and placed in foster care in December 1991 because S.B.’ s boyfriend burned

Tw.P. on her finger for allegedly stealing, while S.B. held her hand over an open flame.

Although L.P.’slegal troubles were apparently resolved around thistime, DHS felt that shewas
still unable to care for the children. A major concern for DHS was that L.P. did not have permanent
housing and had been evicted from several shelters because of her violent relationshipswith men. In
addition, all of the children evidenced specia needs and exhibited behaviora problems. Tw.P. had the
most severe problems of thethree children and isdescribed asavery difficult, emotionaly disturbed child.
For thisreason, Tw.P. was placed in atherapeutic day nursery at the age of fiveand ahalf. T.P. aso had
emotional needs, but was al so described asavery happy, talkative, and outgoing girl. K.P. had aspeech

problem and specia education needs at the time he entered the foster care system.

OnApril 7,1992, L.P. entered into asti pulation of neglect conceding that shewasunableto care
for the children. DHS set up areunification plan with L.P. that required her to participate in a parenting
program and acounseling program. Her other obligation wasto maintain contact with the socia worker.
Ms. Adamstestified that themother did not follow throughwith thereunification plan. Asanexample, Ms.

Adamsrdated that dthough L.P. made an initid gppointment for counsding, shedid not follow up on the
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gopointment. Ms. Adamsaso testified that L.P. continued to beinvolved in abusive rdaionshipswith men,
most timeswith M.R., the boyfriend she had previoudly stabbed. In addition, despite having liberal
vigtationrights, L.P. failed to maintain regular contact with the children. There were several occasions

where L.P. would totally disappear and could not be reached at any of her known contact numbers.

Ms. Adamstedtified that T.F. sorardly visited the children. Infact, T.F. visted thechildren only
twicefrom thetimethey entered foster care until May of 1993. However, the father’ sfew visitswere
described as positive. He apparently responded well to the children, particularly to K.P. At some point
T.F. expressed aninterest in having the children live with him. He had moved out of hismother’ shouse
andwaslivingwith hisgirlfriend, A.J., and her three children. Ms. Adamstestified that although A.J.
gppeared pleasant, the homein which they wereliving was very smal and unsuitablefor six children. Ms.
Adamstedtified further that some comments by T.F.’smother, athough she could not recd| the substance
of the comments, raised some concern in her mind regarding the stability of the relationship between T.F.
and A J. and their ability to carefor children with specid needs. Findly, because T.F. did not have astable
incomeand rarely visited with the children, placement of the children with him was not seen asaviable

aternative.

Between October 1993 and April 1994, L.P.’ sliving arrangements remained unstable, and her
visitsremained sporadic. By thistime, shehad additional children, and accordingto Mr. Benoy Thomas,
the new DHS socid worker assigned to the case, shewould contact him to request digpersfor her younger

children, transportation tokens, emergency food assistance, and day care services, but never expressed
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astrong desire to become reunited with her older children. Despite her gpparent lack of motivation, DHS
again developed areunification plan for her. Thisplanincluded amental health evaluation, which she
completed; counseling for her abus ve relationships with men, which sherefused; parenting classes, which
she completed but reportedly did not benefit from; and housing, which she applied for but never received.
L.P.svisitsdid increase in frequency to twice a month from December 1993 until February 1994.
However, in February 1994, L.P. again disgppeared and no further arrangements for visitation were made

until April 1994.

Whenvistationdid resume, L.P. brought along afriend, V.H. Shea so brought along two of her
younger children. Duringthevists, L.P. was described asdistant from the respondents, shedid not interact
well with them; she smply sat and observed T.P. and K.P. play. Mr. Thomas unsuccessfully attempted
to show L.P. how totalk and play with thechildren. Accordingto Mr. Thomas, T.F. dso visited withthe
children during thistimeframe and interacted well with the children, talking and playing, and engaging them
throughout thevisitation period. Hewould a so bring something for the children when hevisited. However,

Mr. Thomas believed that T.F. acted more like afriend than afather to the children.

Although the god was reunification when Mr. Thomas was assigned the case, the god was changed
to adoptionin April 1995. It wasdecided that despite effortsto provideL.P. with the services necessary
to remedy her parenting deficiencies, she had madelittle progresstowardsreunification. DHS believed that
shelacked an understanding of the specia needs of the children, and because she had two other children

and was pregnant with another child, she would not be able to provide for the needs of the respondents.
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Mr. Thomastestified thet at that time he believed that the respondents had bonded with their foster parents
and that the foster parents might be willing to adopt them. Mr. Thomas a so testified that T.F. had
acknowledged that he was unableto carefor the children and would not disagree if the foster parents

wished to adopt the children.

The children were subsequently transferred to thefoster care adoption unit in October 1994, where
efforts were made to have them permanently placed with their foster parents. During this process, a court
order prohibited futurevistation by theappellants. 1t wasbelieved that the visits caused the respondents
behavior to regress, thereby, hurting their chances for adoption. Around this sametime, T.F. expressed
aninterest in having hisrelativesvisit with the children in the hope that arelative would eventualy take
custody of the children. However, nothing came of the efforts to find arelative placement, and DHS
continued to move forward with the proposed foster careadoptions. Eventually, however, thefoster care
families decided not to adopt the children, and the goal for the respondents was switched back to

reunification.

In August 1995, Ms. Laurel Mage was appointed to the children’scase. Shetestified that at that
timedl| three of thechildren were placed with V .H., afamily friend of L.P. Initidly, L.P. livedinaseparate
gpartment owned by V.H. and visited with the childrenin VV.H.”shome. However, in September of 1995,
shemovedinto V.H.’shome and was living with the children. V.H.’s household was described as clean
and the children were neat, clean, well-dressed, orderly, and studied their school work. However, in

November 1995, L.P. moved out of V.H.’s house, taking her younger children, and leaving the three
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children under DHS supervison with V.H. At some point relatively soon theresfter, L.P. accused V.H.
of abusing thechildren. Although Ms. Mage ultimately determined that the accusationswere meritless, the

children were removed from V.H.’ s care because of threats by L.P. to kidnap the children.

Ms. Mage a so testified that when shereceived the case, she attempted to contact T.F. by mail,
but received no response. At that time, she believed K.P. and T.P. certainly could be adopted, but that
Tw.P. needed toremainin aresidentia placement. Further, Ms. Mage stated that she did not consider
reunification of the children with L.P. appropriate because she was an inappropriate parent, and did not

believe T.F. wasaviable option because he did not express an interest in having custody of the children.

In addition to thetestimony of DHS socid workers, which dso incduded the testimony of Augudtine
Ekwen, thetrial court heard testimony from Ms. Barbara Brandeen, Tw.P.’ sspecia education teacher,
and IrenaSarovic, Tw.P. stherapist. Their testimony was cons stent with that of the DHS socia workers

with regard to Tw.P.’semotional difficulties aswell as her interaction with appellants.

The government also presented the testimony of Katherine Jacobs, a psychologist in private
practice. Shetestified that after reviewing the psychiatric and psychologica evaluationsof L.P., Tw.P.,
T.P., and K.P., it was her opinion that Tw.P.’s emotiond disorders appeared to be due to her instability
and fedingsof being rgjected but that if Tw.P. became emoctionally stable, she could be moved to aregular
school. Shedescribed T.P. as physicaly hedthy with high anxiety that caused her to act out, and K.P. was

described as borderlineretarded in his cognitive devel opment with symptoms of post-traumatic stress
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disorder. Ms. Jacobs stated that the childrens' various emotional difficulties could betreated if they had
astablehomeenvironment and continuity. Shefound it particularly pertinent that thethree children had not
lived with their mother for five years and were desperately in need of belonging to aloving family. She
expressed her belief that aslong asthe parents’ rights were not terminated and they remained in the
children’ slives, the children would not be able to achieve the needed stability. Ms. Jacobsfurther testified
that the children needed to be adopted and that long term foster care was only suitable until the children
began to understand that the rel ationship between them and the foster parentsis not permanent. Lastly,
shetestified that once the natural parents' rights were terminated, the children could be prepared for
adoption, including learning that they were going to be adopted, beginning the search for parents who
would commit despite knowing their problems, aswell as continuing their therapy to addresstheir emotiona
needs.

The March 13, 1998, continuation of the TPR hearing specially addressed the issue of the
adoptability of the children and their current placements. At thetime of the hearing the children were
eleven, nine, and eight. The record reflects that all three children were under therapeutic care with
Progressive Life Center. Cheryl Berlack-Parker, clinical supervisor of the NiaProgram, the therapeutic
foster care program at the Progressive Life Center, testified that Tw.P. had improved significantly whilein
their care and was able to contain alot of the problematic behavior she used to display. Ms. Berlack-
Parker testified that if Tw.P. was adopted by someone other than her then foster parent, Ms. Jones, she
would go through aperiod of regression, but that Tw.P. was psychologically strong enough to recover if
she could form a bond with the new person. In addition, Ms. Berlack-Parker stated that it would be

detrimental for Tw.P. to be reunited with her mother because she would assume aparenting role and fedl
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responsiblefor her actions, and shewould not be ableto devel op herself toward adulthood. Ms. Berlack-
Parker testified that Tw.P.’s chances of being adopted were lessened because of her age, but that
termination of the natura parents parentd rights was anecessary stiep to improve her chance of obtaining

a stable environment.

Charlene Edwards, a clinical social worker for Progressive Life Center, testified that she had
worked directly with T.P. since July of 1996, and that T.P. had also progressed agreat ded emotionally.
Ms. Edwardstestified that T.P.’ scurrent foster mother, Ms. Crockett, liked being afoster parent and was
not interested in adopting T.P., but that T.P. has many strengths and was a very good candidate for
adoption. Findly, Ms. Edwards expressed that if the gppellants’ rightswere terminated DHS would begin
to identify a pre-adoptive homein which to place T.P. In addition to her testimony regarding T.P.’s
progress and adoption prospects, Ms. Edwards also offered that L.P. continued to have problemswith
abusiverelationships, and that in August of 1997, she contacted Child Protective Services and requested
that they come and take her five-year-old child whom she could no longer control. Because the child was

placed with his father, there was no finding of neglect by L.P.

Nathan E. Bovelle, K.P.’sclinical socia worker with Progressive Life Center, testified that he
works with K.P. regarding his behavior at school and at home. Mr. Bovelle stated that K.P. is
psychologicaly ready for adoption, but it has not been considered sncethenatura parents' rights have not
been terminated. He also stated that K.P.’ scurrent caretakers, Mr. and Mrs. Davis, have committed to

long term foster care of K.P. but have not talked about adoption.
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In response to the government’ sevidence, L.P. testified that she had not been allowed to see her
childrenintwo years. She conceded that shewasnot ready for reunification but believed that shewould
be ready to take care of the childrenin another year. She stated that she wantsto seethe childrenand has
always wanted to be their mother and take care of them. L.P. also expressed her belief that the
government, the Progressive Life Center, and the various socid workers have prevented her from reuniting
with her children. T.F. failed to appear for the hearing, but was represented by counsel who argued that
T.F.’s parenta rights should not be terminated because the government failed to prove by clear and

convincing evidence that terminating his rights would be in the best interest of the children.

“A tria court may terminate the parent-child relationship when it determines, on the basis of the
evidence presented and after due consideration of the best interest of al parties, that theterminationisin
the best interest of the child.” Inre C.T., 724 A.2d 590, 596 (D.C. 1999) (citing Inre U.SW., 541
A.2d 625, 626 (D.C. 1988); D.C. Code § 16-2353 (a)). Thetria court’ sdecision to terminate parental
rights must be supported by clear and convincing evidencethat termination isin the best interest of the child.
SelnreC.T., 724 A.2d at 597. “ Clear and convincing evidenceismost easily defined asthe evidentiary

standard that lies somewhere between a preponderance of evidence and evidence probative beyond a
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reasonabledoubt.” InreJ.M.C., 741 A.2d 418, 423 (D.C. 1999) (citations omitted). Or, moresimply
put, “the party seeking termination must provide evidencethat will ‘ producein the mind of thetrier of fact
afirm belief or conviction’ that termination of parenta rightsisin fact in the best interest of the child.” In
reC.T., 724 A.2d at 597 (citations omitted). “[1]n reviewing the court’ s decision we check to be surethat
thetria court has exercised its discretion within the range of permissible aternatives, based on dl relevant
factors, and no improper factor.” InreC.T., 724 A.2d at 598 (internd citations omitted). Weareaso
guided by the standard that thetria court’ s determination of where the best interest of the child liesmay

be reversed only for an abuse of discretion. InreJ.M.C., 741 A.2d at 423 (citation omitted).

D.C. Code § 16-2353 (b)* provides for the weighing of six factors in determining whether

! (1) the child’ sneed for continuity of care and caretakersand for timely integration
into a stable and permanent home, taking into account the differencesin the
development and the concept of time of children of different ages;

(2) thephysica, mental and emotiond health of dl individuasinvolvedto
the degree that such affects the welfare of the child, the decisive
congderation being the physica, mental and emotiona needsof the child;
(continued...)
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termination of parental rightsisin the best interest of thechild.? Thiscourt has also articulated that there
are three specific purposes underlying the termination of parentd rights statute: “(1) to encourage stability
inthelifeof the neglected child; (2) to ensure the recognition and enforcement of the congtitutional rights
of all parties; and (3) to increase the opportunities for prompt adoptive placement.” InreA.SC., 671
A.2d a 951 (citations omitted) (emphasisadded). On thisrecord, we hold that the extensive findings of
factsand conclusionsof law issued by thetrial court are supported by clear and convincing evidence, and

thus, we affirm the termination of the parental rights of L.P. and T.F. pursuant to D.C. Code 8§ 16-2353.

!(...continued)
(3) the qudity of theinteraction and interrelationship of the child with his
or her parent, siblings and/or caretakers, including the foster parent;

(4) the child was left by his or her parent, guardian, or custodian in a
hospital located in the District of Columbiafor at least 10 caendar days
following the birth of the child, despite amedical determination that the
childwasready for dischargefrom the hospital, and the parent, guardian,
or custodian of the child has not taken any action or made any effort to
maintain aparental, guardianship, or custodid relationship or contact with
the child;

(5) tothe extent feasible, the child’ sopinion of hisor her own best interest
in the matter; and

(6) evidencethat drug-related activity continuesto exist inachild’shome
environment after intervention and services have been provided . . . .

2 A review of the record indicates that the evidence presented at the hearing relating only to
subsections (1), (2), and (3) of D.C. Code § 16 -2353 (b), arerdevant to thiscase. Subsection (4) smply
doesnot apply. With respect to subsection (5), therecord isinconclusive. Thereisno clear indication
from the children regarding the petition’ smerits. Findly, athough thetria court considers subsection (6)
initsfindings, thereisno competent evidencein therecord asto whether drug-related activities continue
to existinthehome. Therewere no indications of drug abuse by either parent, and the only information
intherecord isacomment made by T.P. that on one occasion she remembers seeing her mother and a
friend smoking something the trial court apparently believed were not cigarettes.
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Becausethe mother and thefather lived gpart and T.F. did not serve asacustodid parent for any significant
period of time, wewill separately addressthe evidence presented against the mother and thefather inthis

case.

The Mother —L.P.

Theevidencein therecord indicatesthat L.P. wasthecustodia parent when the children werefirst
brought into the neglect system. At that time, L.P. and the children were living in a shelter and she
acknowledged in atipulation of neglect that shewasunable, at that time, to carefor them. Over the next
seven years L.P. failed to take the steps necessary to foster reunification with T.P., Tw.P., and K.P.,
instead choosing to have severd additiond childrenfor whom shewasunableto provide. Specificaly, L.P.
refused counsdling to address her continuing relationshipswith abusive men, and whally failed to: 1) fully
participate in parenting classes; 2) regularly visit with her children; 3) keep in contact with her socia

workers; and 4) establish any permanent housing arrangements suitable for her children.

In addition to the testimony regarding L.P.’ sinability or unwillingnessto address her needs or
respondents needsfor stability and continuity of care, therewassignificant testimony that after visitingwith
her, thechildren’ sbehavior and emotiona health deteriorated and the children’ sconduct becameaproblem
intheir foster homesand at school. In particular, after vistswith their mother, T.P. would curseand Tw.P.
would develop aclear pattern of destroying things. By way of contrast, there was evidence presented that

after an amount of time passed and the children did not interact with their mother, their behavior would
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improve and they would become mentally and emotionaly stable. Thus, the evidence supportsthe court’s
finding that “the children are healthier psychologically and emotionally when they do not have contact with

[the mother].”

Furthermore, therewastestimony by several DHS officid sthat thequality of themother interaction
with the children was poor when shevisited with them. Their collectivetestimony indicatesthat L.P. did
not know how to engagethe children, that shewould st and observethem but woul d not interact with them.
Therewas also testimony that L.P. did not know how to initiate conversations with the children and that
her limited interaction with the children wasinappropriate and demonstrated alack of understanding of the
specia needs of the children. Furthermore, there was evidence that L.P. never attempted to foster a
relationship between the respondents and her other children, despite bringing her younger children along

onvisits.

In addition to theevidenceregarding the needsof the children, thedestructiveinfluencesthe mother
had on the children, and her lack of intimacy with the children, the government introduced unrebutted
testimony that the mother was not adequately caring for her younger children who were not, at the time of
the hearing, part of the neglect system. According to thetestimony of Mr. Thomas, the mother contacted
DHS and requested that DHS come and take one of her other children whom she could not contral.
Eventually this child was placed with hisfather. Onthelast vist DHS made to the mother’ shome, they
discovered that three of her children werein the care of the godmother throughout the week and that she

only provided care at all times for one of her children.
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The Father —T.F.

Becausethe father was only minimdly involved in the lives of his children, and because hefailed
to appear for the hearing, the government’ s evidence necessarily focused on the mother and her ability to
provide astable and permanent homefor thechildren. Significantly, thetria court apparently did not
consider thefather to be“actively” contesting the termination of his parentd rights primarily because he
failed to gppear for thehearing.® Giventhetria court’ sdetermination that the children’ sbest interest would
be served by their integration into a* stable and permanent home”’ and given the substantia evidenceinthe
record to support the court’ sfinding that T.F. isunableto provide such stability, we are unableto say that
thetrid court’ sorder terminating T.F.’ s parentd rightswas unsupported by clear and convincing evidence

intherecord. Id.

The record with respect to T.F. reveasthat he was not a particularly active nor involved parent.
Infact, it would be generous to describe him asa*“non-custodia parent” since the term parent connotes
some meaningful involvement inachild’ slife, and the sad facts of this case begin with histhree children

living in ashdter, often without proper adult supervision, and at timeswithout sufficient food. Even after

® This seemsevident from thetria court’sfactua findings that concentrate dmost exclusively on
the mother, and only by footnote suggest that the court’ sfindings apply equally to thefather. Thetria
court’ sorder expressed that T.F. wished to “maintain contact with hischildren” andthat “it has not been
suggested that heisinaposition to be considered asaplacement resource’; but “itisL.P. whoisactively
contesting the instant motion [to terminate parentd rights].” Additiondly, thetria court commentsina
footnotethat the children aredeemed an“ at risk” adoption because* at |east onebirth parent is contesting
thetermination of rights,” the implication of which isthat both parents were not contesting termination of
their parental rights.
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DHS caused T.F. to becomeinvolved in the lives of hischildren, hewas never ableto secure fulltime
employment and financially support the children or provide astable and permanent homefor them. In
addition, therewas testimony that for sgnificant periods of time, he ether failed to vist the children or falled
tovisit them consstently. Findly, theonly evidenceintherecordthat T.F. wasemotionally connected to

any of the children was testimony that Tw.P. was disappointed if either parent missed a scheduled visit.

Although there was some evidenceintroduced that T.F. made an effort to carefor hischildren after
DHSinitidly contacted him, that effort aswell as other subsequent expressions of interest ended with T.F.
ultimately being unableto provide astable home or consistent emotional support for hischildren. For
example, in September of 1991 when the children were first brought into the neglect system, he origindly
agreed to carefor the children. However, he soon thereafter returned the children to DHS because his
living Situation would not accommodate them, and hewould not agreeto stay with the childrenin ashelter.
In 1993, T.F. again offered to take custody of the children. At that time he was living with his then
girlfriend, A.J., inatwo bedroom apartment. However, because A.J." sthree childrenwereasolivingin
the two bedroom apartment, DHS bedlieved that it would be an ingppropriate placement for T.F.’ sthree
children, especialy giventheir special needs. Onyet another occasion, T.F. suggested that he could care
for K.P., that Tw.P could be placed with his mother, and that T.P. could be placed with his materna aunt.
Although the record doesindicate that his mother may have reluctantly agreed to provide such care, if
necessary, therecordissilent asto whether T.F.’smaternal aunt agreed to care for any of the children.
Regardless, because neither of the proposed caretakers came forward, DHS officials evidently did not

consder those placementsviable. Moreimportantly, the record isslent regarding T.F.’ s effortsto follow
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up on hissuggestion that DHS place K.P. with him. What we do know from the record isthat K.P. was
not placed in hisfather’ scare at or around that time. According to DHS, during the seven yearsthat the
childrenwereinthe neglect system, T.F. wasgiven severa housing referralsand offered other assistance
but hewas never successful in putting himsdf inaposition to carefor the children. 1n addition to testimony
regarding hisinability to secure stable employment and adequate housing to carefor the children, T.F.’s
occasiond vistswith the children, although viewed for the most part as positive, were generally described

as more of avisit between friends than a visit between a parent and his or her child.*

Asdefrom thedifficultiesboth of the gppellants had in parenting these children, there was evidence
presented that the children progressed emotionally and psychologically when they were apart from their

natural parentsin stable environmentslike those they enjoyed with their longer-term foster carefamilies.

* Wearemindful that the quality of the children’ sinteraction with aparent must include some
appreciation for the frequency of the parents' visitswith the children. In this case, there were periods of
timethat thefather did not visit or hisvisitswere only sporadic and there were other periods of time that
the father could not visit because of the court ordered suspension of visits. Because the relationship
between thefather and the children was never aclose one and the vistswere morein the nature of avisit
between friends, thereislittle or no evidence that emotional bonds were ever forged between the father
and the children.
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Thisevidencewasintroduced through the testimony of the various socid workersinvolved with thefamily
over the seven-year history of the case aswell asthe testimony of Psychologist Katherine Jacobs. Their
testimony amply supports the presumption underlying the statute that it isin achild’ sbest interest to be

integrated into a stable and permanent home. See D.C. Code § 16-2353 (b)(1).

Finaly, therewas substantial testimony that all three children were suitablefor adoption. Ms.
Jacobs aswell asthe various socia workerswho testified al supported the conclusion that the children
were adoptable. Although there was concern expressed about Tw.P.’s adoptability because of her
emotiond hedlth, Ms. Jacobstedtified that al of the children were physically hedthy and that their menta
and emotiond problemswere curable. Other evidence presented at the hearing indicated that the children
possessed individua characteristicsthat outweighed the obvious concernsraised by their ages and specid
needs. Whilethetrial court did not ignorethefact that the children’ sages and specia needswould make
it difficult to find appropriate adoptive homesfor the children, thetrial court ultimately concluded the

childrenweresuitablefor adoption.> Given thetestimony devel oped at the hearing, the court’ sfindingsthat

®> A pertinent portion of thetrial court’s order reads as follows:

Furthermore, the record indicates that unlessthe motion isgranted, the
children are deemed an “at risk” adoption. As such, it would be very
difficult, if notimpossible, giventheir ageand history of the case, to secure
an adoptive placement. Thus, unlessthe parentd rightsareterminated, the
children have no chance of adoption, and little chance of securing
emotional and physical stability. It can al be concluded that, as older
children, they will not have as easy atimefinding an adoptive placement
asanewborn. Nonethel ess, the testimony establishesthat they are suitable
for adoption, and that the lack of permanency isnot in their best interest.
(continued...)
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the children were adoptable and would benefit from placement in a stable and permanent home was

supported by clear and convincing evidence in the record.

Both L.P. and T.F. alternatively argue on appeal that the trial court erred in terminating their
parenta rights because no adoptive home had been located for the children. However, when achild has
been found to be neglected, D.C. Code 8§ 16-2320 (8)(6) authorizesthe court to “ terminate the parent and
child relationship for the purpose of seeking an adoptive placement for the child.” Thus, thiscourt has
consistently held that conditioning termination of parental rightson theidentification of adoptive parents
would beinconsistent with the statute and has rejected arguments that a prospective adoptive placement

isrequired before the court can enter aTPR order. Inre C.T., 724 A.2d at 597-98 (emphasis added).

The sad redlity isthat neither L.P. nor T.F. isableto provide Sability for their children and, unless
their parentd rightsareterminated, these children have virtually no chance of securing adoptive placements

that could provide them with the permanence and stability they so desperately need. In caseslikethis,

>(...continued)
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wherethereis overwhelming evidence introduced that achild’ s best interest will be served by hisor her
prompt integrationinto apermanent and stablehome, and no viablefamily placement isavailable, adoption
isthepreferred aternative. Because prospective adoptive parents are reluctant to consider an “at risk”
adoption, whereanatura parent may oppose and contest their adoption efforts, the termination of parenta
rightsiscritical toincreasng the chances of adoption and consequently, to increasing the likelihood that the
best interests of the children will ultimately be served. Seelnre AW, 569 A.2d 168 (D.C. 1990). The
trial court’s order terminating the parental rights of L.P. and T.F. is amply supported by clear and

convincing evidence. Accordingly, we affirm.

So ordered.





