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IN THE COURT OF APPEALS OF IOWA

No. 5-279 / 04-2036

Filed March 31, 2005

IN THE INTEREST OF M.D.,

Minor Child,

J.C., Mother,


Appellant.


Appeal from the Iowa District Court for Wapello County, William S. Owens, Associate Juvenile Judge.


J.C. appeals from the termination of her parental rights to M.D.  AFFIRMED.


John Silko, Bloomfield, for appellant mother.


Thomas J. Miller, Attorney General, Kathrine Miller-Todd, Assistant Attorney General, Mark Tremmel, County Attorney, and Rose Anne Mefford, Assistant County Attorney, for appellee-State.


Samuel Erhardt of Erhardt & Erhardt, Ottumwa, guardian ad litem for minor child.


Considered by Huitink, P.J., and Vogel and Mahan, JJ.

MAHAN, J.

I.
Background Facts & Proceedings

Julie and Jeremy are the parents of Mason, who was born in March 1999.
  Julie has a history of substance abuse.  Mason was born with marijuana in his system, and Julie received services for a period of time in the past.  Julie also has a criminal history and was on probation for a charge of second-degree theft.  Mason was removed from Julie’s care in December 2002, due to allegations that she had allowed him to have contact with a registered sex offender.  He was placed in foster care.  After the removal, hair testing showed Mason had been exposed to methamphetamine.


Mason was adjudicated to be a child in need of assistance (CINA) pursuant to Iowa Code section 232.2(6)(o) (2003) (illegal drug present in child).  Julie was ordered to participate in parent-skill development, to have a substance abuse evaluation, and to obtain housing and employment.


Julie had a substance abuse evaluation, and she attended recommended counseling.  Julie’s drug tests have been negative.  Julie participated in parenting skill sessions until February 2004.  She continued to have criminal problems.  Due to a probation violation, Julie spent sixty days in jail beginning in June 2003.  She was arrested again for probation violations in January 2004.  She had one visit in March 2004.  She had no further contact with Mason or the Department of Human Services.


In June 2004 the State filed a petition seeking termination of the parents’ rights to Mason.  At the time of the termination hearing Julie was in a half-way house.  The juvenile court terminated Julie’s parental rights under Iowa Code sections 232.116(1)(b) (abandonment), (e) (parent fails to maintain significant and meaningful contact with child), and (f) (child four or older, CINA, removed at least twelve months, and cannot be safely returned home).  The court  stated, “In this case, Julie has been provided months of services, but she is no closer to having Mason returned to her than when he was removed from her care.”  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 claims the State failed to present sufficient evidence to justify termination of her parental rights.  She asserts she could resume care of Mason when she is released from the half-way house.  We look to a parent’s past performance because it may indicate the quality of care the parent is capable of providing in the future.  C.B., 611 N.W.2d at 495.


We determine Julie’s parental rights were properly terminated because she did not maintain significant and meaningful contact with her child.  Julie had no visits with Mason after March 2004.  She also had no contact with the Department and did not participate in services.  After March 2004, Julie took no steps to put herself in a better position to care for Mason.  We affirm the termination of Julie’s parental rights under section 232.116(1)(e).


When the juvenile court terminates parental rights on more than one statutory ground, we need only find grounds to terminate under one of the sections cited by the juvenile court to affirm.  In re S.R., 600 N.W.2d 63, 64 (Iowa Ct. App. 1999).  Therefore, we do not need to address the other grounds for termination cited by the juvenile court.


We affirm the decision of the juvenile court.


AFFIRMED.






�   Jeremy has had limited contact with Mason, and he is not a party to this appeal.





