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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF IOWA

No. 3-968 / 03-1611

Filed December 24, 2003

IN RE B.P. AND G.P., Minor Children,

N.K., Father,


Appellant.


Appeal from the Iowa District Court for Polk County, Robert J. Blink, Judge.


Father appeals the order terminating his parental rights to his daughter.  AFFIRMED.

Thomas Webster, Des Moines, for appellant-father.


Robert Wright, Jr., Des Moines, for mother.


Thomas J. Miller, Attorney General, Tabitha Gardner, Assistant Attorney General, John Sarcone, County Attorney, and Andrea Vitzthum, Assistant County Attorney, for appellee.


Heather Dickinson, West Des Moines, for child.


Considered by Vogel, P.J., and Hecht and Vaitheswaran, JJ.

VOGEL, P.J.


Nicholas is the father of B.P., born May 5, 1997.  B.P. was in her mother, Satira’s, care until December 1999 when Satira left B.P. and another child in the care of relatives.  Satira then left the state.  In August 2002, the court filed a removal order placing B.P. in the legal custody of the same relatives.  On October 2, 2002, B.P. was adjudicated in need of assistance (CINA) pursuant to Iowa Code sections 232.(6)(a) (abandonment) and (c)(2) (child is likely to suffer harm due to parent’s failure to exercise care in supervising child) (2001).  Following a subsequent hearing on the State’s petition, the court terminated Nicholas’s
 parental rights pursuant to Iowa Code sections 232.116(b) (abandonment) and (e) (child adjudicated CINA, removed for six months, parent has not maintained significant and meaningful contact with the child) (2003).  Nicholas appeals.


We review termination orders de novo.  In re R.F., 471 N.W.2d 821, 824 (Iowa 1991).  Our primary concern in termination proceedings is the best interests of the children.  In re C.B., 611 N.W.2d 489, 492 (Iowa 2000).  When the district court terminates parental rights on more than one statutory ground, we will affirm if at least one ground has been proven by clear and convincing evidence.  In re R.R.K., 544 N.W.2d 274, 276 (Iowa Ct. App. 1995).


On appeal, Nicholas asserts that the State failed to prove by clear and convincing evidence that (1) he had abandoned B.P. pursuant to 232.116(1)(b), (2) he had not maintained significant and meaningful contact with B.P. during the previous six months under 232.116(1)(e), and (3) termination was in the best interests of B.P.  Because we affirm if at least one ground was proven by clear and convincing evidence, we find it necessary to only address Nicholas’s contention regarding 232.116(1)(e), that is, whether Nicholas has maintained significant and meaningful contact with B.P.  See id.  


On our de novo review, we conclude clear and convincing evidence supports the termination under 232.116(1)(e).  Nicholas has only had one brief meeting with B.P. which occurred by happenstance soon after her birth.  In a discussion with the Department of Human Services (DHS), Nicholas stated he did not have contact with B.P. because he did not know where she was, but admitted he was aware his mother had contact with B.P.  Nicholas then stated he did not have contact with B.P. because of the family’s anger towards him.  At the CINA adjudication hearing in October 2002, the court ordered visitation at the discretion of DHS after consultation with the guardian ad litem and therapists.  Nicholas did not follow-up on visitation with DHS until six months later, after being served with the State’s petition to terminate his parental rights.  DHS and B.P.’s therapist determined visitation would not be appropriate given the lack of parental involvement as Nicholas had not seen his daughter for six years.  B.P. is now six and a half years of age; she has lived with the same relatives for four years.  DHS reports that B.P. is stable and well bonded with the relatives she is placed with.  Based on the foregoing we affirm, concluding the State carried its burden of proof and termination is in B.P.’s best interests.



AFFIRMED.
� Satira’s parental rights were also terminated, but she is not party to this appeal. 





