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In the above-entitled cause, the Clerk will cnter:

Father appeals the Chittenden Family Court’s order terminating his residual parental
rights with respect to his daughter, A.L.-D. We affirm,

A.L.-D. was born in May 2002, TFather was incarccrated at the time of the child’s birth
and frequently during the cnsuing years before she was removed from her mother’s care. In Junc
2008, the Statc filed a CHINS (child in nced of carc or supervision) petition based on the
mother’s drug addiction and inability to care [or the child. The family court granted the petition,
and the Department for Children and Families (DCIY) sought termination of parental rights at the
initial disposition procceding. Following an April 2009 hcaring, the family court terminated
both the mother’s and father’s residual parental rights. Only father appeals from the family
court’s decision. The juvenile joins DCI’s brief in support of the decision.

On appeal, father argues that some of the family court’s {indings regarding his minimal
relationship with A.L.-D. are not supported by the record. The court found that father had been
almost entirely absent from A.L.-D.’s life, that father had not made any effort to be a part of her
life until recently, and that his recent efforts had not led to any significant bond between himself
and the child. Notwithstanding father’s challenges to certain aspects of two or three of the
courl’s findings, the evidence overwhelmingly supports the court’s conclusion that father had
been cssentially absent from his daughter’s life due to his multiple incarcerations, and as a result
there was no meaningful relationship between the two. Indced, both father and his daughter
acknowledged as much. In any event, father has not challenged the court’s conclusion, which is
supported by the evidence and the court’s findings, that it is highly unlikely father would be able
to assume parcnlal responsibilitics within a rcasonable time, particularly given AL.-D.’s
extraordinary and immediate nced for stability following her difficult childhood. See Inre AL,
160 Vi. 175, 178 (1993) (stating that conclusions of law will be upheld if supported by the
court’s findings, and that the court’s termination decision may be upheld as long as there arc



sufficient unchallenged findings to support the decision). In short, the record overwhelmingly
supports the court’s decision to terminate father’s parental rights.

Affirmed.
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Denide R. {A ohnson, Associate Justice



