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Appellants CWM (nother) and T.Z. (father) appeal froman order of the
Ei ghteenth Judicial District Court, Gallatin County, term nating appellants
parental rights
over WZ. For the reasons stated below, we affirmin part and reverse in part.
The follow ng i ssues are present on appeal:
1. Did the District Court err in termnating the nother's parental rights?
2. Did the District Court err in termnating the father's parental rights?
FACTUAL BACKGROUND
W Z. was born on Novenber 4, 1991, to C WM, his biological nother, and
T.Z., his biological father. The nother and father divorced in February 1994,

fol | owi ng
whi ch the nother received custody of WZ. Pursuant to the February 10, 1994, custody
decree, the father received no visitation rights. In Septenber 1994, while |iving,

wor ki ng, and attending school in Eau Claire, Wsconsin, the father petitioned the
District

Court to nodify the decree's visitation order. The court granted the father's
request,

nodi fying the decree to permt himsupervised visitation rights with his son.

Early in the norning on Septenber 13, 1994, police officers responding to a
cal
arrived at the nother's hone in Bel grade, Montana, to find WZ., then age two, hone
al one. Soon thereafter, officers |located the nother, in an intoxicated condition,
wal ki ng
home froma |l ocal bar. The Departnent of Fam |y Services (DFS) assumed protective
custody of WZ., and the nother was cited for endangering the welfare of a child. W
Z.
remai ned in protective custody until Septenber 20, 1994, at which point he was
returned
to his nother's cust ody.

The DFS petitioned for tenporary investigative authority, and the court
conduct ed
a hearing on Cctober 4, 1994. Wthout objection fromthe nother, the court granted
DFS tenporary investigative authority and protective services for a six-nonth
peri od.

The father, who was in Wsconsin at the tine and whose | ocation was unknown by DFS,
was not present at the hearing. On Novenber 25, 1994, the court approved a treatnent
pl an for the nother which was intended to address, anong other things, her chem ca
dependency.

At approximately 1 a.m on January 12, 1995, shortly after the father arrived
in
Montana with the expressed intention of visiting his son, an officer fromthe
Bel gr ade
Pol i ce Departnent found WZ. wal king al one on sone railroad tracks and subsequently
found the nother in an intoxicated state. As a result of this incident, DFS renoved
WZ. fromhis nother's hone and placed himin foster care, where he has since
remai ned.

The father did not see WZ. during his return visit to Montana because WZ. was
renoved fromthe nother's hone shortly after the father's arrival in Montana. On
January 14, 1995, the father and nother engaged in an altercation which resulted in
donmesti c abuse charges agai nst the nother and felony assault charges against the
f at her.

On January 27, 1995, the nother and father were involved in yet another dispute
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whi ch

resulted in a felony assault charge against the father to which he pled guilty. The
f at her

recei ved a six-year sentence pursuant to which he remains incarcerated at Mntana
State

Prison. During his incarceration, the father has enrolled in anger managenent

cl asses,

the alternatives to violence project, and an addictive di sease study program

Cting the nother's failure to conply with her treatnment plan and her failure
to
mai ntain sobriety as partial grounds, DFS filed a petition for tenporary custody of
W Z.
on April 4, 1995. A hearing was held on April 17, 1995, with both the father and
not her in attendance. At the suggestion of the County Attorney, the court asked the
fat her whet her he woul d wai ve any appearance at future hearings since he was not the
custodi al parent, to which he agreed. The nother requested counsel, and the court
reset
the tenporary custody hearing for May 23, 1995.

On August 15, 1995, follow ng two continuances, the court again convened a
hearing on DFS s petition for an additional six-nmonth tenporary custody and
i nvestigative
period. The nother was intoxicated when she appeared for the second day of testinony,
as evidenced by her disruptive behavior in court and the results of a court-ordered
bl ood
al cohol test. The father, who had waived his presence, renmained incarcerated at the
tinme
of the hearing and did not appear. By stipulation of the parties, the court
adj udi cat ed
WZ. as a youth in need of care. At the conclusion of the hearing, the court granted
DFS tenporary custody of WZ., and on Novenber 9, 1995, the court approved a second
treatnment plan for the nother.

On Decenber 22, 1995, the nother successfully conpleted an inpatient chenica
dependency treatnent program at Mntana Chem cal Dependency Center in Butte. On
January 22, 1996, the nother was arrested for fraudul ently obtaining dangerous drugs
and subsequently pled guilty to that charge, receiving a three-year suspended
sent ence.

On February 15, 1996, DFS filed a petition to termnate both the nother's and
father's parental rights. DFS sought to term nate the nother's parental rights on
t he basis
that she had failed to successfully conplete her treatnment plan. It sought to
term nate the
father's parental rights on the basis that he abandoned WZ., or, alternatively,
that a
treatment plan was inpractical due to his inprisonnent.

Following a hearing on April 11 and 12, 1996, at which both the nother and
father were present, the District Court issued its findings of fact and concl usi ons
of | aw
termnating both the nother's and father's parental rights. It is fromthe
term nation of
their parental rights that the nother and father now appeal .

DI SCUSSI ON
The applicable standard of review for a district court's termnation of
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par ent a

rights is whether the court interpreted the |aw correctly and whether the court's
findi ngs

of fact are clearly erroneous. In re Matter of K F.L. and N. L. (1996), 275 Mont.

102,

104, 910 P.2d 241, 243, (citing In re Matter of J.J.G (1994), 266 Mnt. 274, 281,
880

P.2d 808, 812).

InInre Matter of D.H and F.H (1994), 264 Mont. 521, 524, 872 P.2d 803, 805,
we clarified the standard of review for cases involving a youth in need of care and
term nation of parental rights. The appropriate standard of review to be applied to
purely
factual findings in a termnation of parental rights proceeding is the clearly
erroneous
standard as set forth in Interstate Production Credit Association v. DeSaye (1991),
250
Mont. 320, 323, 820 P.2d 1285, 1287. |In re Matter of D.H, 264 Mont. at 524, 872
P.2d at 805 (see also Inre Matter of J.J. G, 266 Mount. at 281, 880 P.2d at 812).
e
review conclusions of lawin a termnation proceeding to deternmine if those
concl usi ons
are correct. Inre Matter of DDH and F.H, 264 Mont. at 524, 872 P.2d at 805 (see
al so
Inre Matter of J.J.G, 266 Mont. at 281, 880 P.2d at 812).

This court has recogni zed that "a natural parent's right to care and custody
of a

child is a fundanental liberty interest, which nust be protected by fundanentally
fair

procedures.” In re Matter of R B., Jr. (1985), 217 Mont. 99, 103, 703 P.2d 846,
848.

Accordingly, prior to termnating an individual's parental rights, the district
court nust
adequat el y address each applicable statutory requirenent. In re Matter of R B.
Jr., 217
Mont. at 103, 703 P.2d at 848.
| SSUE 1
Did the District Court err in termnating the nother's parental rights?
The State petitioned to termnate the nother's parental rights pursuant to
41-3-609(1)(c) (i) and (ii) (since renunbered 41-3-609(1)(e) (i) and (ii)), MCA

whi ch
provi des as follows:

(1) The court may order a termnation of the parent-child |legal relationship

upon a finding that any of the follow ng circunstances exist:

(c) the child is an adjudicated youth in need of care and both of the
foll ow ng exist:

(i) an appropriate treatnment plan that has been approved by the court
has not been conplied with by the parents or has not been successful; and

(i1i) the conduct or condition of the parents rendering themunfit is
unlikely to change within a reasonable tine .

Fol | owi ng the August 15, 1995, hearing on DFS' s petition for tenporary custody,
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and by stipulation of the parties, the court adjudicated WZ. as a youth in need of
care.

The court approved the second of two appropriate treatnment plans for the nother on
Novenber 9, 1995. Therefore, the first issue on appeal is whether the District Court
erred in finding that the nother did not conply with, or successfully conplete, her
treatment plan. The second issue on appeal is whether the District Court erred in

findi ng

that the conduct and conditions which nmake the nother unfit to parent WZ. are
unl i kel y

to change within a reasonable tinme. W address each issue in turn.

A Compl etion and success of appropriate treatnent plan.

Inits findings of fact and conclusions of |law term nating the nother's
par ent a
rights, the District Court found that the nother did not conplete either of her
court -
approved treatnent plans, and that the plans were unsuccessful.

The record is replete with factual evidence which indicates the nother failed
to
conply with or successfully conplete either of her treatnent plans. Anong the
requi rements of her first court-ordered treatnent plan, approved by the court on
Novenber 25, 1994, were that the nother maintain sobriety, attend two AA neeti ngs
each week, and avoid | eaving her son alone or without proper care. It is undisputed,
however, that a nere two nonths after the plan's inplenentation, WZ. was found
wanderi ng outside alone in the mddle of the night while the nother was intoxicated.

The evidence further indicates the nother continued to consunme al cohol and
mnimze her addiction. For exanple, the nother arrived at her social worker's
of fice
for two visits with WZ. in February and March 1995, snelling of alcohol. On March
20, 1995, the nother refused to continue with the counseling sessions nmandated by her
treatment plan. In addition, the nother was intoxicated when she appeared for the
second
day of the August 15, 1995, hearing on DFS' s petition for tenporary custody.
Accordingly, the District Court's finding that the nother failed to conply with her
first
treatnent plan is supported by substantial evidence and is not clearly erroneous.

The factual record additionally supports the District Court's finding that the
not her
failed to conplete her second treatnent plan and that the plan was unsuccessful.
Anong
the requirenents of the nother's second treatnent plan, approved by the court on
Novenber 9, 1995, were that she conplete inpatient and aftercare al cohol treatnent
prograns and continue to participate in AA.  The plan further required that the
not her
abstain from consum ng al cohol and drugs, avoid breaking the |law, attend counseling
sessions, and request visits with her son.

There is testinony in the record to support the court's finding that the nother
continued to drink up until the tine she began inpatient treatnment in Novenber 1995.
Al t hough the nother conpleted inpatient treatnment as required, she failed to
conpl ete an
aftercare programand failed to docunent her alleged continuing participation in AA
Al t hough the not her clains she has naintained sobriety since conpleting inpatient
treatment in Decenber 1995, she was arrested for obtaining dangerous drugs with a
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fraudul ent prescription within weeks of conpleting treatnent. Further, the nother
did
not participate in counseling, as required, and visited only infrequently with her
son.

The not her argues, however, that because her second treatnent plan had only
been
in effect for three nonths when the State filed its petition to term nate her
parental rights
in February 1996, she did not have adequate tinme to denonstrate that the plan had
been
successful. The nother notes that the State filed for term nation of her parental
rights
within two nonths of her discharge frominpatient chem cal dependency treatnent on
Decenber 22, 1995. Therefore, she argues, the State noved to term nate her rights
J ust
weeks after she had finally gained control over her al coholism

The nother's argunent that she did not have adequate tinme to denonstrate that
t he
treatment plan was a success presupposes that she conplied with the objectives of the
plan and conpleted it. As discussed above, we hold the District Court properly found
that the nother did not conply with either her first or second court-approved
t r eat ment
plan. Further, this Court notes that, although the nother clainms progress since the
i npl ement ati on of her second treatnent plan, she was arrested for fraudulently
obt ai ni ng
dangerous drugs within weeks of conpleting inpatient treatnent and roughly three
weeks
before DFS filed its petition to term nate her parental rights.

Finally, the record indicates that DFS first becane involved wth the nother in
Septenber 1994 in an attenpt to help her inprove her parenting skills and control her
chem cal dependency. In the two-year period following DFS' s initial involvenent and
the eventual filing of the petition to term nate her parental rights, the nother
consi stently
failed to conply with either of the treatnent plans approved for her. Any progress
made
by the nother in the two nonths prior to the filing of the petition does not
accurately
reflect DFS's efforts to rehabilitate her relationship with WZ. throughout the
precedi ng
two years. See In re Matter of B.T.B. and B.B. (1992), 254 Mont. 449, 452-53, 840
P.2d 558, 559-60 (citing In re Matter of MJ.D., CK D, ARD (1987), 225 Mnt.
200, 205, 731 P.2d 937, 939-40). Based on the foregoing, we hold the court properly
found that the nother failed to successfully conplete her second treatnent plan.

B. Li kel i hood that conduct and conditions rendering the nother unfit will change

Wi thin a reasonable tine.

In termnating the nother's parental rights, the District Court additionally
f ound
that the conditions which make her unfit to parent her son are unlikely to change in
a
reasonabl e tinme, and that continuation of the parent-child relationship will likely
resul t
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in the continued abuse or neglect of the child.
In so finding, the court reviewed the followi ng factors set out in 41- 3- 609
(2),
MCA:
(a) enotional illness, nental illness, or nmental deficiency of the
parent of such duration or nature as to render the parent unlikely to care for
t he ongoi ng physical, nental, and enotional needs of the child within a
reasonabl e tine;
(b) a history of violent behavior by the parent;

(d) excessive use of intoxicating Iiquor or of a narcotic or dangerous
drug that affects the parent's ability to care and provide for the child;

: [ and]

(9) any reasonable efforts by protective service agencies that have
been unable to rehabilitate the parent.

The court found that the nother suffers from chronic enotional and nental
probl ens such that she cannot care for WZ.'s enotional needs and noted her history
of
vi ol ent encounters with the father. The court additionally found that the nother's
addi ction to al cohol renders her unable to effectively parent her child. Finally,
the court
recogni zed DFS s | engthy involvenent with the nother and her continued inability to
provide a stable home for her child, who has remained in foster care since January
12,
1995.

Subst antial evidence of record clearly supports these findings by the District
Court.
For exanmple, in a witten assessnent of the nother's fitness as a parent, clinical
psychol ogi st Frank Seitz identified her nost significant problemas al coholism
Furthernore, witness testinony at the term nation hearing referred to the nother's
| ongst andi ng al coholic behavior. Likewse, in an April 15, 1995, report, |icensed
counsel or Joseph Scalia opined that the nother has a borderline personality defect.
Incorporated into Dr. Seitz's August 14, 1995, court-ordered assessnent of the
not her's
fitness as a parent, is the conclusion of Dr. Charles Kelly that the nother probably
has
a borderline personality disorder. The record additionally reveals continued
i ntervention
by DFS on the nother's behalf for a period of tinme in excess of two years. In |light
of
these facts of record, the court did not err in finding that the conditions which
make t he
not her unfit to parent her son are unlikely to change in a reasonable tine.

Again, the nother argues that, at the tine the State filed its petition to
term nate
her parental rights, she was in the mdst of successfully altering her conduct and
t he
condi ti ons which had previously rendered her an unfit parent. She points out that
she
successfully conpl eted inpatient chem cal dependency treatnent just two nonths before
the State filed its petition to term nate, and mai ntains she has not consuned
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al cohol since.
The nother further argues she regularly attended AA neetings, and nmade extensive
efforts to remain in contact with her son.

However, the record does not substantiate the nother's claimthat she has been
attendi ng AA neetings, nor does it docunent efforts on her part to remain in contact
with
her son. Although the record contains no evidence that she has consuned al cohol
since
her release frominpatient treatnment in Decenber 1995, the District Court properly
| ooked
to the nother's extensive history of al coholic behavior and i nadequate parenting
prior to
finding that her conduct and behavi or was unlikely to change within a reasonabl e
tinme.

Inre Matter of K F.L. and N.L. (1996), 275 Mont. 102, 106, 910 P.2d 241, 244.

Finally, pursuant to 41-3-609(3), MCA, in determ ning whether the condition
or conduct rendering the nother unfit was likely to change within a reasonable tine,
t he
District Court was bound to "give primary consideration to the physical, nental, and

enoti onal conditions and needs of the child." Indeed, the "best interest of the
child is

paranount and takes precedence over parental rights.” In re Custody of T.M (1994),
267

Mont. 75, 79, 881 P.2d 1333, 1336 (citing In re Matter of J.J.C H (1992), 252 Mnt.
158, 165, 827 P.2d 812, 816). The record in this case clearly indicates, and the
District
Court correctly found, that the term nation of the nother's parental rights was in W
Z's
best interest. For exanmple, WZ.'s counselor testified at the term nation hearing
that the
child was thriving in his foster honme and opined that term nation of the nother's
par ent a
rights would be in WZ."s best interests.

Based on the foregoing, we hold that the District Court correctly found that
t he
not her failed to conply with and successfully conplete her treatnent plans, and that
t he
conditions that nade the nother unfit as a parent were unlikely to change within a
reasonable time. Therefore, we hold that the District Court's findings of fact
term nating
the nother's parental rights are not clearly erroneous.

| SSUE 2

Did the District Court err in termnating the father's parental rights?

On February 15, 1996, the State petitioned to terminate the father's parental
rights
pursuant to 41-3-609(1)(b), MCA, which provides that the court may term nate the
parent-child | egal relationship upon finding that the child has been abandoned by the
parents. The State alleged that the father abandoned WZ. by conmtting crines
agai nst
t he not her which he should have known woul d have resulted in his incarceration and
inability to parent his son

On March 19, 1996, the State filed an anended petition for the term nation of
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t he
father's parental rights, alternatively alleging that, prior to his incarceration at
t he
Montana State Prison, the father abandoned WZ. during the period extending from
Sept ember 1994 through early January 1995. The State additionally petitioned for
term nation of the father's parental rights pursuant to 41-3-609(1)(c) (since
renunber ed
41-3-609(1)(e)) and (4)(b), MCA, on the grounds that a treatnent plan was not
practi cal
in light of the father's incarceration.
A Abandonnent .
Wt hout addressing the allegation that the father's incarceration constituted
abandonnent, the District Court found that the father had abandoned WZ. "by not
t aki ng
any steps to renedy the youth's situation during the period of Septenber 1994 through
early January 1995." The court further found that "[b]efore his inprisonnment the
f at her
showed [n]o inclination to support the child enotionally or financially" and noted
t hat
t hough the father "says he wants to be a parent, he has not manifested any firm
i ntentions
to do so."
The State nust present clear and convincing evidence to denonstrate that the
f at her
abandoned WZ. during the relevant period. 1In re Matter of A E, CE, S R, and J.
R
(1992), 255 Mont. 56, 59, 840 P.2d 572, 574. The District Court's determ nation of
whet her the father's actions during the relevant tinme period constitute abandonnent
is a
factual one which will be upheld by this Court unless clearly erroneous. See, i.e.,
Inre
Matter of R B. (1985), 217 Mont. 99, 103, 703 P.2d 846, 848; In re Adoption of S.P.M
(1994), 266 Mont. 269, 271, 880 P.2d 297, 298.
I n defining abandonnent, 41-3-102(7)(e) (since renunbered 41-3-102(9) (1)),
MCA, explains that a parent
abandons the child by |eaving the child under circunstances that make
reasonabl e the belief that the parent . . . does not intend to resune care of
the child in the future or willfully surrenders physical custody for a period
of 6 nmonths and during that period does not manifest to the child and the
person havi ng physical custody of the child a firmintention to resune
physi cal custody or to nmake permanent |egal arrangenents for the care of
the child .

(Enphasi s added.)

We have previously held that the six-nonth requirenment for establishing
abandonnment applies only to the second clause of this definition. In re Matter of A
E.,

255 Mont. at 60, 840 P.2d at 575. The first clause applies where, as here, "a parent
[al | egedl y] abandons a child under circunmstances that nake reasonable the belief the
parent does not intend to resunme care of the child.” No requisite tinme frane
applies to

this clause. In re Matter of A E., 255 Mont. at 60, 840 P.2d at 575.
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In the instant case, the State all eges abandonnent over a period of
appr oxi mat el y
four nonths. Pursuant to the relevant portion of 41-3-102(7)(e), MCA the
perti nent
factual inquiry in this case is whether the father abandoned WZ. from Septenber 1994
t hrough January 1995, and whether it was reasonable to believe that he did not
intend to
resune care of the child in the future.
This Court is aware that the father has an uni npressive history as a parent.

The

record indicates that the father has offered little, if any, financial or enpotiona
support

for his son in the past. The father, hinself, testified that his son, now five
years ol d,

does not know him The State, however, has all eged abandonnent during the finite
period from Septenber 1994 to January 1995. Thus, the issue is whether the father
abandoned his son during this specific tine frane.

As the party seeking to establish abandonnent, the State has the burden of
denonstrating by clear and convincing evidence that the father abandoned WZ. during
the alleged tinme period. Inre Matter of A E, 255 Mont. at 59, 840 P.2d at 574.
The
State argues that the father was no nore involved in WZ."'s life during the fall of
1994
than he had ever been, and that it was reasonable to believe he had no intention of
resum ng, or assuming, care of the child in future.

Revi ew of the record, however, indicates otherwi se. For exanple, this court
not es
that in Septenber 1994, the father petitioned the court to nodify the February 10,
1994,

di ssol ution decree to allow himsupervised visitation with his son. Further, the
f at her

testified that, although he was living in Wsconsin at the tine, he contacted the
not her

during the fall of 1994 to discuss WZ.'s well-being and to schedule visitation in
Mont ana. Indeed, the father flew back to Montana in January 1995, and testified
t hat

he did so with the intent of visiting his son. Before any visitation occurred,
however ,

WZ. was placed in foster-care where he has since renmai ned.

Thi s evidence does not support the District Court's finding that the father
abandoned WZ. during the period of Septenber 1994 through early January 1995 by
failing to take any steps to renedy WZ.'s situation. W hold the State failed to
sufficiently prove its allegations of abandonment during the relevant tinme period
with
cl ear and convincing evidence, and failed to adequately denonstrate that the
statutory
criteria of abandonnment have been satisfied. Based on the foregoing, we hold the
District Court erred in finding that the father abandoned WZ. from Septenber 1994
t hrough early January 1995, and reverse the |ower court on this issue.

B. Practicality of treatnent plan.
The State additionally petitioned to term nate the father's parental rights
pur suant
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to 41-3-609(1)(c) (since renunbered 41-3-609(1)(e)) and (4)(b), MCA on the
gr ounds
that a treatnment plan was not practical in light of the father's incarceration.
Because we
reverse the District Court's determ nation that the father abandoned his son in the
fall of
1994, we nust next address this issue and determ ne whether the District Court erred
in
finding that a treatnment plan was inpractical in light of the father's incarceration.
Section 41-3-609(4)(b), MCA, provides an exception to the requirenent that the
court approve an appropriate treatnent plan prior to the termnation of parental
rights and
states that:
(4) A treatnent plan is not required under this part upon a finding
by the court follow ng hearing if:
(b) the parent is incarcerated for nore than 1 year and a treatnent
plan is not practical considering the incarceration

In termnating the father's parental rights, the court recogni zed that no
t r eat ment
plan was in effect, and concluded that one was unnecessary pursuant to 41- 3-609(4)
(b),
MCA. As the court correctly noted, the father had been incarcerated for nore than
one
year. Accordingly, the court then turned to the question of whether a treatnent
pl an was
practical considering the father's incarceration. The court found that such a plan
was in
fact inpractical because the father's rel ease date was not known. The court further
not ed
that the father had shown minimal interest in the child, and had provi ded the nother
and
WZ. with little financial or enotional support in the past.

Al though the District Court found that a treatnent plan was inpractical in
i ght of
the father's incarceration, the record does not support such a finding. W have
previously stated that "we sound a stern warning that this Court will not permt the
term nation of parental rights without first establishing a treatnment plan unless a
showi ng
of facts clearly proves the inpossibility of any workable plan.” 1In re Matter of R
B., Jr.
(1985), 217 Mont. 99, 105, 703 P.2d 846, 849 (citing In re Matter of C L. R (1984),
211
Mont. 381, 386, 685 P.2d 926, 928 (superseded by statute as stated in In Matter of
Baby
Boy Scott (1988), 235 Mont. 253, 767 P.2d 298)). The record presently before this
Court contains no such showi ng of facts.

It is apparent fromthe record that neither DFS nor the social worker involved
in
the case ever presented the father with a proposed treatnent plan, or even di scussed
with
himthe possibility of inplementing one. At the term nation hearing, the social
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wor ker
testified that it would be difficult to inplenment a plan for the father while
i ncar cer at ed,
but conceded that certain prison prograns m ght have been incorporated into a
pot enti al
treat nent plan.
In finding a treatnent plan would be inpractical, the court also relied, in
part, on
the fact that the father had shown little interest in his son in the past. Although
t he fact
that the father has historically shown little or no interest in his son's life
i ndi cates he
m ght well have failed to conply with any court-approved treatnent plan, given the
fact
that no treatnent plan was ever attenpted, such a finding is nere specul ation
The present record sinply does not support the District Court's finding that
i npl ementation of a treatnent plan woul d have been inpractical under the
ci rcunst ances
of this case. W hold the State failed to denonstrate that a treatnent plan would
have
been inpractical in light of the father's incarceration.
Havi ng held that the District Court erred in finding the father abandoned WZ.,
and
erred in finding a treatnent plan was inpractical, we reverse the court's
term nation of
the father's parental rights.

/'Sl JI'M REGNI ER

W Concur:

ISl J. A TURNAGE

/'Sl KARLA M GRAY

/'Sl JAMES C. NELSON

/'S TERRY N. TRI EVEI LER
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