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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF IOWA

No. 4-892 / 04-1571

Filed January 26, 2005

IN THE INTEREST OF C.O., B.O., and B.O., Jr.,

Minor Children,

E.O., Mother,


Appellant.


Appeal from the Iowa District Court for Black Hawk County, Alan Allbee, Associate Juvenile Judge.


A mother appeals the termination of her parental rights to her minor children.  AFFIRMED.

Linda Hall of Gallagher, Langlas & Gallagher, Waterloo, for appellant mother.


Thomas J. Miller, Attorney General, Tabitha Gardner, Assistant Attorney General, Thomas J. Ferguson, County Attorney, and Steven Halbach, Assistant County Attorney, for appellee-State. 


Kathryn Mahoney, Waterloo, for father.


Sharon Briner, Juvenile Public Defender’s Office, Waterloo, for minor children.


Considered by Sackett, C.J., and Mahan and Hecht, JJ.

MAHAN, J.

I.
Background Facts & Proceedings

Beau Sr. and Julie are the parents of twins, Cypriss and Bianca, born in December 1999, and Beau Jr., born in May 2002.  The parents both have substance abuse problems and extensive criminal histories.  The children were removed from Julie’s care in May 2003 after Julie and the children all tested positive for methamphetamine.  The children were placed in the home of the maternal grandparents.


At the time of the adjudicatory order in August 2003, Beau Sr. was serving a prison term and Julie was in the county jail on charges of probation violation, failure to appear, and voluntary absence.  The juvenile court adjudicated the children to be children in need of assistance (CINA) pursuant to Iowa Code sections 232.2(6)(c)(2) (2003) (child is likely to suffer harm due to parent’s failure to supervise), (n) (parent’s drug abuse results in child not receiving adequate care), and (o) (illegal drug present in child).


Julie did not make much progress with services.  She participated in parenting skill sessions and visitation only sporadically.  Julie was hostile at times with service providers.  She did not give drug tests as requested.  She later admitted she was dishonest with service providers regarding her drug use.  Due to probation violations, Julie was sent back to jail in February 2004 and was subsequently placed in the women’s correctional facility.


In June 2004 the State filed a petition seeking termination of the parents’ rights.  The juvenile court terminated Julie’s parental rights pursuant to sections 232.116(1)(f) (child cannot be safely returned to parent’s care) (twins), (h) (child cannot be safely returned to parent’s care) (Beau Jr.), and (l) (parent has substance abuse problem and child cannot be returned within a reasonable time).  The court noted that the parents’ imprisonment eliminated the possibility the children could be returned to the parents’ care at the present time.  The court determined that if the children were returned to the parents’ care, the children would be subject to ”lack of proper parenting and care due to their parents’ imprisonment and substance abuse problems and potential exposure to illegal drugs.”  Julie appeals.


II.
Standard of Review

The scope of review in termination cases is de novo.  In re C.B., 611 N.W.2d 489, 492 (Iowa 2000).  The grounds for termination must be proven by clear and convincing evidence.  In re T.B., 604 N.W.2d 660, 661 (Iowa 2000).


III.
Sufficiency of the Evidence

Julie contends the State did not present sufficient evidence to justify termination of her parental rights.  She claims she should have been given additional time to remedy her deficiencies.


A parent does not have an unlimited amount of time in which to correct his or her deficiencies.  In re H.L.B.R., 567 N.W.2d 675, 677 (Iowa Ct. App. 1997).  It is unnecessary to take more from a child’s future than is demanded by statute.  In re C.K., 558 N.W.2d 170, 173 (Iowa 1997).  This is because patience with parents can soon translate into intolerable hardship for the child.  Id.  It is clear Julie could not care for the children at the present time.  She was in prison and had not addressed her substance abuse problems.  We determine there was clear and convincing evidence in the record to support termination of Julie’s parental rights.


IV.
Reasonable Efforts

Julie claims the State did not engage in reasonable efforts to reunite her with the children.  She states that due to the turnover of caseworkers there was inconsistency in the services provided.


There is a requirement that reasonable services be offered to preserve the family unit.  H.L.B.R., 567 N.W.2d at 679.  While the State has an obligation to make reasonable efforts, a parent has a responsibility to challenge or object to the services prior to the termination hearing.  In re M.B., 595 N.W.2d 815, 818 (Iowa Ct. App. 1999).  Julie does not allege what different or additional services should have been offered to her.  We conclude the State made reasonable efforts under the facts of this case.


V.
Best Interests

Julie asserts termination of her parental rights is not in the best interests of the children.  She notes that the juvenile court specifically found that she and the children had a strong bond.


Even if the statutory requirements for termination of parental rights are met, the decision to terminate must still be in the best interests of the children.  In re M.M.S., 519 N.W.2d 398, 400 (Iowa 1994).  In considering a child’s best interests, we look to the child’s long-range as well as immediate best interests.  In re C.K., 558 N.W.2d 170, 172 (Iowa 1997).  We conclude termination of Julie’s parental rights is in the children’s best interests.  Julie is unable to provide the stability the children need.


We affirm the decision of the juvenile court.


AFFIRMED.






�   Beau Sr.’s parental rights were also terminated, and he appealed.  Beau Sr.’s appeal was dismissed by the supreme court.





