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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF IOWA

No. 3-315 / 03-0537
Filed May 14, 2003

IN THE INTEREST OF K.L.V., 


Minor Child,

M.J.V., Father, 


Appellant.


Appeal from the Iowa District Court for Linn County, Arlen J. Van Zee, District Associate Judge.  

A father appeals the termination of his parental rights.  AFFIRMED.

Karla Wolff, Cedar Rapids, for appellant father.  

Thomas J. Miller, Attorney General, Kathrine Miller-Todd, Assistant Attorney General, Harold Denton, County Attorney and Lance Heeren, Linn Assistant County Attorney, for appellee State.


Joseph Bertroche, Cedar Rapids, for minor child.  Barbara Connolly, Cedar Rapids, for intervenor.  


Considered by Mahan, P.J., and Miller and Vaitheswaran, JJ.

VAITHESWARAN, J.


Michael appeals the termination of his parental rights to his daughter Kristie, born in 2001.  He contends 1) there is insufficient evidence to establish that Kristie “could not safely live with him” and 2) the Department of Human Services did not make reasonable efforts toward reunification.  The State responds that Michael failed to preserve error on either issue.  Although we are inclined to agree with the State, we will nevertheless bypass our error preservation concerns and proceed to the merits.

The district court terminated Michael’s parental rights pursuant to Iowa Code sections 232.116(1)(e) (Supp. 2001) (absence of significant and meaningful contact) and (h) (child cannot be returned to the home).  We find sufficient evidence to support termination under subsection (h).  See In re S.R., 600 N.W.2d 63, 64 (Iowa Ct. App. 1999) (stating where a court relies on more than one ground to support termination, we may affirm if there is sufficient evidence to support any one of the grounds).

Michael was in jail for the first nine months of Kristie’s life.   On his release, he exercised only three visits with his young daughter.  The last contact with his child was in September 2002, approximately six months before the termination hearing.  Both a service provider and the Department’s caseworker opined they had no knowledge of his ability to parent Kristie.  The caseworker reported Michael had “failed to comply with the basic expectations” asked of him.  The guardian ad litem likewise reported that Michael had “done little to get himself back involved in his daughter’s life.”  Based on this evidence, we affirm the district court’s termination of Michael’s parental rights to Kristie pursuant to Iowa Code section 232.116(1)(h).

Turning to Michael’s second argument, we find that the Department satisfied its reasonable efforts mandate.  See In re C.B., 611 N.W.2d 489, 492-93 (Iowa 2000).  After Michael was released from jail, the Department contracted with a service provider to provide supervised visitation.  When Michael missed appointments, the service provider followed up with a letter advising him to contact the agency in advance of the scheduled visits if he wished to have further visitation.  Michael did not do so, even after being advised by the Department’s caseworker to take this step.  The caseworker also pursued Michael’s request to assess his mother’s home as a placement option.  He interviewed Michael’s parents at their home and performed a background check on them.  We believe these reunification efforts were sufficient, particularly in light of Michael’s failure to ask for additional services.

AFFIRMED.      






