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MEMORANDUM BY GANTMAN, P.J.: FILED JULY 16, 2014 

 Appellant, M.L.B., Jr. (“Father”), appeals from the orders entered in 

the Philadelphia County Court of Common Pleas, which involuntarily 

terminated his parental rights to his minor children, S.M.F.-B. and M.A.F.-B. 

(“Children”).  We affirm.   

In its opinion, the trial court fully and correctly set forth the relevant  
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facts and procedural history of this case.  Therefore, we have no reason to 

restate them.  Father raises two issues for our review: 

DID THE DEPARTMENT [OF HUMAN SERVICES (“DHS”)] 
SUSTAIN [ITS] BURDEN THAT FATHER’S RIGHTS SHOULD 
BE TERMINATED? 

 
DID THE TRIAL COURT ERR IN DETERMINING THAT IT 

WAS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF CHILD[REN] TO 
TERMINATE FATHER’S PARENTAL RIGHTS? 

 
(Father’s Brief at 4). 

 After a thorough review of the record, the briefs of the parties, the 

applicable law, and the well-reasoned opinion of the Honorable Edward C. 

Wright, we conclude Father’s issues merit no relief.  The trial court opinion 

comprehensively discusses and properly disposes of the questions 

presented.  (See Trial Court Opinion, filed March 5, 2014, at 18-19; 21-28) 

(finding: (1) termination of Father’s parental rights was proper under 

Section 2511(a)(1), (2), (5), and (8), but court focused its analysis on 

Section (a)(1); in six months preceding filing of petition for involuntary 

termination of Father’s parental rights, Father failed to comply with Family 

Service Plan (“FSP”) goals;1 Father did not comply with court-ordered drug 

and alcohol programs; Father did not complete Family School, failed to 

obtain appropriate housing in timely manner, and did not attend Children’s 

                                                 
1 Father’s FSP goals included: (1) maintaining visitation with Children; (2) 
obtaining and maintaining appropriate housing; (3) meeting regularly with 

agency social workers; (4) cooperating with home evaluations; (5) making 
himself available to sign any forms requiring parental consent; (6) following 

recommendations of the Clinical Evaluation Unit; and (7) maintaining 
employment to provide income for Father’s family. 
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medical appointments, educational meetings, or attend scheduled supervised 

visits at agency; Father did not obtain unsupervised visits during four years 

Children were in custody of DHS; Father failed to utilize available resources; 

Father’s lack of action indicated his intent to relinquish parental rights and 

refusal or failure to perform parental duties; Father has history of drug 

abuse and his failure to complete drug and alcohol treatment is disturbing; 

Father’s inability to accept that Children have special needs was also 

disconcerting; nothing in record demonstrated Father can provide for 

Children; (2) under Section 2511(b), evidence showed Children would not 

suffer irreparable harm if court terminated Father’s parental rights; Children 

have no beneficial relationship with Father; relationship between Children 

and maternal grandparents is akin to parents and children; testimony of 

DHS caseworkers was credible; DHS sustained its burden by clear and 

convincing evidence).2  Accordingly, we affirm on the basis of the trial 

court’s opinion.   

 Orders affirmed. 

 

 
                                                 
2 Father also complains the court failed to consider Children’s relationship 
with their other siblings who reside with Children’s mother.  Father failed to 
raise this issue in his concise statement and did not raise this claim at the 

termination hearing; thus, this issue is waived.  See Commonwealth v. 

Castillo, 585 Pa. 395, 403, 888 A.2d 775, 780 (2005) (holding issues not 

raised in Rule 1925(b) statement are waived on appeal); In re L.M., 923 
A.2d 505 (Pa.Super. 2007) (applying Rule 1925 waiver standards in family 

law context).  See also Pa.R.A.P. 302(a) (stating issues not raised in trial 
court are waived and cannot be raised for first time on appeal).   
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Judgment Entered. 

 

 

Joseph D. Seletyn, Esq. 
Prothonotary 
 
Date: 7/16/2014 
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