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1. KIND OF PROCEEDING AND NATURE
OF | RULING IN LOWER TRIBUNAL

‘This matter constrtutee an appeal from the Dispositional Hearlng Order entered
herein on July 3, 2008 by the Circuit Court of Mineral County, West Virginia pursuant to
West Virginia Code § 49-6-5, wherein said Court Ordered that any parental righte of

Rosemary C. and Hiram C. to Tiffany B., Patricia B., Joshua B., Brandon B.,-and Tessa

F. be terminated. The Circuit Court also terminated visitation rights of Rosemary C. and

-Hiram C to the children.. The Circuit Court further directed signiﬁcant visitation to occur

~among the chilctren | |
- It should be noted that Rosemary C.is the appellant in thrs matter Rosemary C.

is not the brologlcal mother of any of the children named hereln Rather she and her
* son, Hiram C., took these chifdren in over a perlod of time whlle they lived in Baltlmore,
Maryland. - Rosemary C. was granted Iegal custody and guardianship of the children in
the Circuit Court of Baltimore City Division for Juvenile Causes in Aprll 1999. Later,
Rosemary C and Hiram C. moved to Mineral County, West Vrrglma perhaps in 2001.
The Maryland Court terminated its jurisdiction over the matter in 2006. The Maryland

Court never resolved the parental rights of Kenneth B. and Kimberly B. to these

children.

Rosemary C. is represented by her court-appointed counsel in this matter, Brian |

J‘. Vance, Esq. Though the above Dispositional Hearing Order is also adverse to Hiram
C. it does not appear that the Circuit Court ever appointed him an attorney in the
proceedings below. Itis also apparent .in the evidence adduced in this matter that
Hiram C. acted in a custodial and/or caretaker role concerning these children. In fact,
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_they referred to Rosemary C. as “Mom” and to Hiram C. as “Dad”. Moreover, some of
the allegations set forth in the abuse and reglect petttlon were specifically agamst

Hiram in his "parental” role.

Il. PROCEDURAL HISTORY AND STATEMENT OF FACTS

~The West Virginia Department of Health and Human Resources (“Department”)

does not dispute the facts as Istated in the Petition for A Writ of Error and Appeal filed
.he_r_ein on behalf of Rosentary C. on or about September 2, 2008, or the facts as
represented in an October 9, 2008, letter filed by F. Cody Panceke, Esq., Guardian ad
litem (*GAL”") on behalf of the above children. it : shodld be noted that the Department
did not oppose the motion or request of Rosemary C. and Hiram C. at the dlsposmonal
hearing below held on June 19, 2008 that the children be reunified in the home. Nefther
did the GAL. In short, at the time of said hearlng there were no parties adverse to the
position advocated on behalf of Rosemary C and Hiram C | | |

The Department hed, as otdered, eetablished a rigorous ca'se plan to remedy the
conditions of rebuse and/or neglect described in t_he abuse and neglect petition and
amended petition, The Department ackndwledges th_at Rosemary. C. and Hiram C. |
" started out 'slowlhy in complying with the‘case plan, but as of the time of the dispositional |
hearing the Department, as well as the entire MDT,‘ acknowledged that these individuals
had substantially complied and accomplished the g)oals of the case plan to at least
warrant an opportunity for reunification with much structure and continued oversight by '
the Department. |

On dune 12, 2007 a gener_al abuse and neglect petition Was fited by the
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Department agarnst the appellant Rosemary C. based upon a hrstory of CPS referrals
dating back to 2001 Allegations included medical negtect physical neglect, physrcal
abuse emotional abuse poor living conditions and drug abuse in the home. in addltion
to the appellant, other party respondents were Krrnberty B. and Kenneth B., Sr.,
blologrcal parents of Brtttany B., Kenneth B., Tiffany B., Patricia B. , Joshua B. and
Brandon B., and .Mehssa M., biological mother of Tessa F. David F. was originally |
alteged to be the biological father of Tessa F. but was quickly dismi_ssed out of the case
upon producing resuits ofa paternity test indicating unequivocally that he' was not the.-
child’s father. Hiram C, a_dult soh of the appel!ant was not named as a party ‘
respondent herein. However as stated prewously it is undrsputed that he was a
caretaker of the aforesaid chrldren durtng the time in which they Irved in the home of the
appettant : | o o

The parental rights of Kimberly B. and Kenneth B., Sr. were terminated below. |

Neither of said respondents appealed said Dispositional Hearing Order. Melissa M.

 never appeared in this matter and was never able to be served with the abuse and

nheglect petition. As of the filing of this response brief the Mineral County Circuit Court
continues to resolve her status in this abuse and neglect proceeding. Only the parental
and Vtsrtatmn rights of Rosemary C. are the subject of this appeal. .

Prior to moving to Mineral County, West Virginia around 2001, Rosemary C. and
Hiram C resided togethe.r in Baltimore, Maryland. Rosemary C. is presently in her mid

seventies. Hiram C. is presently forty-seven. On or about April 29, 1999 the Circuit

.Court for Baltimore (Maryland) City, Diyision for Juvenile Causes, granted guardians'hip'
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of Kenneth B., Tiffany B., Brittany B., Patrioia B., Joshua B., and Brandon B. to '
Rosemary C ‘Said court apparently deemed the parents of these chlldren Kimberly B.
and Kenneth B., Sr, to be unfit though stopped short of actually terminatlng their
parental nghts The Maryland court later denied the parents visitation with their children
and terminated jurisdict_ion of the matter once Rosemary C. and Hiram c. moved to
West Virginia. Tessa F. came into the appellant’s custody in much the same manner.

In 2001 the Department began to recelve CPS referrals regardmg this famlly

_ Apprommately eleven (11) referrals were received on this famrly from 2001 through May :

| 2007. It appears that the Department substantlated three (3) of these eleven (11)
referrals whlch_lncluded allegations of physu:al abuse (excessive corporal punishment ~
e.g. hitting with cake turners), emotional abuse ( e'.g. thre'atening to send them 'away to.

Baltimore when they are bad), and neglect (e.g. with'holding food) by Rosema’ry_C; '

“and/or Hiram C. Services wereput in plaoe to address the issues of abuse and neglect -

on numerous occasions 'by the [?épartment as ea’rl_y as September 2004.

An abuse and neglect petition was filed' on or about June 12, 2007. In addition to
the-above allegations, the petition further represented that Rosemary C. had failed to
| follow through with the myriad of services offered and instatled in the home by the '_
| 'Departr‘nent over an extended period of tinte. Atlegations also i.ncluded that Rosemary
C. was permitting individuals with“drug proble.ms and exten‘sive criminal backgrounds to
reside in the house with the chtldren. The Department also discovered that Hiram C.

was a felon with convictions for drug possession and transportation of firearms.

Kenneth B, and Brittany B. were both removed from_the' home of Rosemary C. on
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different occasions due td juvelnile and/or stétus offense peﬁtions,_ Brittany was
removed in JaniJary 2003 and re,ti.:med approximately a month later. Subsequently, she
~ was removed again from fhe home in September 2004 due to another juvenile and/or
status offense petition. Brittany elécted not to return to the home of Rosemary C. after

 turning eighteen (18) years of age. She presently resides with her (biological) maternal

grandmother in‘Berkeley'County, West Virginia. Shortly after the filing of the abuse and

neglect petition in June 2007 Kenneth B. turned eighteen (18) years of age and returned

fo reside in the home of Rosemary C. He continues to reside in said home.

Brandon B. was 'remoVed,from the home of Rosemary C. in January 2007 as a
reSl:Ilt of a juveﬁi!e and/or status. offense petition. He was ultimately ordered toa
~ residential treatment facility and remains in s.aid' placément currently. The juvenile
and/or status offense petitions filed with regard to Kenneth.B., Brittany B. a‘nd. Brandon -
B. all invtolved ihc’orrigibiiity, disbfp_linary; and general issues arising from the home.
None of the petitions. concerning these childrén involved delinquency allegations aimed
victirﬁs outside the home. o

As a result of the original abuse_ and neglect petition filed in June 2007 the |
Department was granted legal cusfiody of the children. At this timé physical c_;_usto'dy of
the childréh remained with‘Résemary _C. and Hiram C. However, sometimé in
Séptember 2007 the Departmént filed an amended betition alleéing that Rosemary 'C'.
and Hiram C. had allowed the children’s medical cards to lapse. At this time the
Debartrhent requested and was granted {E}hysical custody of the children due to tHe lack
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of follow through by Rosemary C. and H"iram C. which adversely éﬁécted the children’s
ability to recéiv‘elnecessary services from Family Presérvafion Services and Mountain
State Psychological, local, contracted service providers.
An adjudicatory hearing was held on October 3, 2007. Ro_seﬁflary C.. entered into |
a voluhtary stipulatioﬁ to certain allegations contained in the'petitio'h and amended .
pe_ﬁtién. She conceded that whi'ie ip her _home thé children had been exposed to
inappropriaté discipline which resulted in phySical and emotional abuse, that she had
failed to follow through with in-homé seNices and social services recommended by the
.Depart.ment, and that living conditions in her home had been less than aqequate for the
| heéfth, benefit and welfare of the 'chiidreﬁ. ) |
At the concl_usion of the adjudicatory hearing the Court directed Rosemary C.to.

participate in counseling récommended by her psychologkical evaluation, to attend all |
counseling, medical, psychologicél, psychiatric and/dr parenting appointments of
sessioné determined by the MDT, to address neceSsary parenting issues to pro.tect the
children, to imp'rove, the living conditions in the home as recommended by the | |
Department for the benefit of the children, and to maintain current.medical cards on the
children. The Court further granted Rosemary C. a six (6) rﬁonth post adjudicatory
imprbvement period with the above goals to be spelled out by the Department and‘the '
.MDT};‘I a family case plan. A written stip‘ulatio'n signed by all partiés' and their
resbecti_ve counsel confirming the above stipu'lated facts and outlining ;ché problems and
deficiencies (also.stated above) to be resolved by the time of the dispoéitional heafing.

was also lodged at this time.




On November 1, 2007 the Circuit Court convened an adjudicatory’ hearing
~concerning Kenneth B., Sr. and Kimberly B. The Court found that said biological
pa‘rents had abandoned their children and had, among other things, also failed to
provide emotlonally and financially for tne children. On December 12, 2007 a
dlsposmonal heanng was held to consider the parental rights of Kenneth B., Sr. and
Kimberly B., an issue left’ unfinished by the Maryland Court years earlier. Based on the
evrdence adduced, the Circuit Court termlnated said parental nghts Neither Kenneth
.B , Sr. nor Kimberly B. appealed said dlsposmonal order termmatmg their respective
parental rights.

A hearing was. held on April 16, 2008 to review the status of the impro\remen't '
period and family case plan. At thla time Counsel for Rosemary C. requested that
_independent cOunsel be appointed to represent the intereets of Hiram C. in this
proceeding. It was acknowledged before the Court at this time thal though Hiram C.
had never been named as custodian and/or guardian of the children in the ‘State'of
Maryland (as Rosemary C. had been appointed) .Hiram C. hadin l’act' served as the
primary father figure in the lives of the children. Hiram C. advised the Court al this time
that he was willing to proceed in this matter. without representation of counsel. This |
- discussion occurred some te.n (10) monfhs after the original abuse and neglect petition
-had been filed. o | |

By Order dated June 6, 2008 (and entered on June 13, 2008) the Circuit Court
acknowledged receipt of the Department’e Children's Case Plan filed in accordance wit_h
Rule 28 of the West Virbinia Rules of Procedure for Child Abuse and Neglect
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Proceedings. The Department recommended a reunification plan whereby Tiffany B.,

Patricia B., Joshua B. and Brandon B. (Upon completion of his residential treatment

program) would transition back to the home with Rosemary C. and Hiram C. The case

plan acknowledged that Tessa F then age fourteen (14), adamantty opposed returnlng

to the home of Rosemary C. and Hiram C. Accordrngly, the case plan dlrected that she

would remain in the Department's legai custody in foster care and further work toward

appropriate permanency It was acknowledged at this time that both Kenneth B. and

.Brlttany B. had turned eighteen (18) durmg the pendency of thls proceeding and were

no longer under the Court’s jurisdiction'

The Circuit Court further adv:sed that it did not agree wrth the Department'
assessment of the case and had reservatlons about the recommended permanency
plan for the children. Accordingly, the Court directed that a hearing be held pursuant to
West Vlrglnla Code § 49-5D-3a wherein the Court would consider evidence from the
Department and MDT regardlngy its rational for the proposed Children's Case Plan. |

A dispositional hearing was subsequently held on June 19, 2008. The

- Department called several withesses to testify regarding the performance of Rosemary

C. and Hiram C. with respect to the family case plan and terms of the improvement

period. Those testlfytng were Roann Welch, the on-going child protective services -

(“CPS") worker; Adele Lawgne a clinical therapist for Fam:ly Preservatron Services,

who prowded individual therapy with Rosemary C. and Hiram C.as well.as famrly

~therapy including the chrldren Stephenia Carr, a case manager and counselor for

Famlly Preservation Servrces, who provided parenting training; April House, licensed
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psychologlst for Mountaln State Psychological Servnces who provrded therapy primarily .
to Trffany B.; and Brian Henchey superwsed psychologtst for Mountain State

| Psyohologmal Services, who worked primarily with Joshua B., Patricia B. and Tessa F

All of these WItnesses were active in the MDT in this case. Their consensus at
the dispositional heanng was that though Rosemary C. and Haram C. had started

somewhat slowly they had made substantial progress toward meeting the goals of the

case. plan and |mprovement perrod The Department the GAL and the rest of the MDT

members ultlmately supported a recommendahon to allow Rosemary C. and leam C.
an opportunlty to attempt reumfloatron with four (4) of the children. The plan
recommended that reunlflcatlon occur in the course ofa dnsposmonai 1mprovement :
perlod with continued and strict oversight by the Department and service providers. |

* The Dispositional Hearing Order was entered by the Circuit Court on July 3,

| 2008. The Court found, directly contrary to the MDT, that Rosemary C. and Hiram C.

had failed to substantially comply with the case plan and the terms of the post-
adjudioatory improvement period and that there existed ho Iikelihodd that the conditions
of abuse and negiec':t could be substantially corrected. The Court rejected the |
Children’s Case plan and determined that there was no basis upon which to grant a
dispositionat improvement period. The Court further found that any future visitation of
the children with Rosemary C. and Hiram C. would not be i in the ch|ldren s best
mterests

The Circuit Court terminated “any parental rights” of Rosemary C. and Hiram C.
The Court also denied any visitation rights between the respondents and the chitdren.

9
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The Court directed that wsrtation occur among the children, though found it
| necessary to separate the sabiings except for Patrrcra B. and Joshua B. Rosemary C.
brings this appeal of the Dispositional Hearing Order.

IIl. STANDARD OF REVIEW

“For appeals resulting fro\r‘n abuse and neglect proceedings . . . we employa
compound standard of review: conciusions of law are subject to de novo review, while
findings of fact are weighed agalnst a clearly erroneous standard ", Inre Emily, 208 W.
Va 325, 332, 540 S.E. 2d 542 549 (2000). -

“Although conclusions of Iaw reached by a circuit court are subject to de novo |

review, when an ac_tion,' such as an abuse and neglect case, is tried upon the facts
o without a jury, the circuit court shall make a deiermination based upon the evidence and
shall make findings of fact and conclusions of law as to whether such child is abused or
ne'QIected. These findings shall not be set aside by a reviewing couirt unless clearly
erroneous. A finding is clearly erroneous when, although there is evidence to support
‘the ﬁnciing, the reviewing court on the entire evidence is left with the definite and firm -
conviction that a mistake has been committed. However, a rei/iewing court may not
overturn a finding S|mply because it would have decrded the case differently, and |t must

affirm a finding if a-circuit court’s account of the evidence is plausrble in light of the

record viewed i in its entirety.” Syl. Pt. 1, In re Tiffany Marie S., 196 W, Va. 223, 470
- S.E.2d 177 (1996). | |
“In the context of abuse and neglect proceedings, the circuit court is the entity '
charged with weighing the credibility. of witnesses and rendering findings of fact. Syl. Pt.
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1, in part, In re Travis W., 206 W. Va. 478, 525 S.E.2d 669 (1999). . . This Court,

therefore, cannot set aside a circuit court's factual determinations uniess such findings -
are clearly erroneous.” In re Emily, Supra.

"Con51stent with our cases in other areas, we glve appropriate deference to the

findings of the crrcurt court. In this regard, the crrcwt court has a supehor sense of what

actually transpired during an incident, by vrrtue of its ability to see and hear the
wrtnesses who have firsthand knowledge of the events. Appellate oversight is therefore
deferential, and we should review the circuit court's ﬂnd!ngs of fact following an

evidentiary hearing under the clearly erroneous standard. If the circuit court makes no
f

findings or applies the wrong legal standard, however, no deference attaches to such an

application. Of course, if the circuit court’s findings of fact_are_not clearly erroneous and’

" the correct legal standard is applied, the circuit court’s Ultimate‘ruling will be affirmed as

~ amatter of law.” In re Elizabeth Jo Beth H.. 192 W. Va. 636, 453 S.E.2d 639 (1994). |

IV. ARGUMENT AND REPORT ON PRESENT
PLACEMENTS OF CHILDREN

As stated previously, neither the Departmeht nor any memher of the MDT
opposed Rosemary C. at the diepositional hearing. The parties were all willing to
support a recommendation that Rosemary C. and Hiram C. be granted a dispositional
improvement period with a goal of attempting to reunify the family (or, at Ieast four (4)
out 'Qf th_e five (5) mihor_ child'ren) under strict supervision by the Department.

| The Circuit Court alone rejected said recommendation and drafted a twenty-four
(24) pa.ge Dispositional Hearing Order outlining the Court’s reasoning for terminating
pa'rental rights and denying any further visitation between the children and Rosemary C.
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and Hiram C. The Order references very little of. the testimony of the MDT members
‘an_d' providers that testified at the dispositional hearing. Rather, the Court seemed to

draw largely on its own observations and history with the family (including priorjuvehile

proceedings involving some of the children) in ultimately determining the disposition that

‘Rosemary C. now appeals. Perhaps most telling of the Court’s thought process is a
finding made by the Court for not grah_ting a dispositionél improvement period fo_uhd on
page-'zz of the Order:' "Given what has happened in this casé, the Court simply éahnot

frust the members of this MDT tq recoghi'ze.and report to the Court if something were to
~go wrong." A

Certainly, the Department does not share the Circuit Court’s conce.m that the
MD_T could not have been trusted to implement an.d oversee a reuniﬁcation plan set
forth in a dispositional imprqvem_ent period. Neither the bepartment nor the MDT in
this matter ever suggested that a successful reunification in this case was guaranteed
even with strict oversight. The parties merely repfesehted at‘_the time of the
' dispositio}wall‘hearfing that Rosemary C. and Hiram C. had pro_gresséd to a point where
thé,parties couldgsuppOrt' an attempt at reunlifica’rion‘in the form of a continued or
additional beriod of im-brovement.- |

This Court has pre\}iously held that,

In formulating the improvement period and family case plans, courts and
social service workers should cooperate to provide a workable approach for the
resolution of family problems which have prevented the child or children from
receiving appropriate care from their parents. The formulation of the

improvement period and family case plans should therefore be a consoli’dated,
multidisciplinary effort among the court system, the parents, attorneys, social
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service agencies, and any other helping personnel involved in assisting the
family. . '

Syl Pt. 4, In the Interest of Carlita B., 185 W. Va. 613, 408 S.E.2d 365 (1991). The .

‘Department asserts that these principles were followed by the MDT in this case to

implement a “workable” approach to resolve the family’s problems. Nevertheles_s,‘_the

' Department also acknowledges without queétion the Circuit Court's ultimate role as -

arbiter upon disposition. Carlita B. also instructs that,

At the conclusion of the improvement period, the court shall review the
~ petformance of the parents in attempting to attain the goals of the improvement
period and shall, in the court's discretion, determine whether the conditions of the
improvement period have been satisfied and whether sufficient improvement as

been made in the context of all the circumstances of the case to justify the return-

~ of the child. '

Syl. Pt. 6, Carlita B., supra.

The Department provides this response brief primarily for the purpose of advising

this Court as to the status of the current placements of the children _heréin. Though the

Department did not oppose the position of Rosemary C. below, the Department believes

that this Court should be fully apprised of the nature of the children’s placements and

how they have progressed since the dispositional hearing was held in June 2007. The

following information is therefore provided with a purpose to assist this Honorable Court

in crafting a resolution of this case which promotes the best interests of the children, the

polar star principle adopted long ago concerning minor children.
Tiffany B., Joshua B. and Patricia B. are all currently residing in the same foster
care placement. Tiffany B. has been in this home since May 2008. Joshua B. and |
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Patricia B. joined their sister in the home on August 12, 2008 and August 14, 2008,

!

respectively. Trffany B. is presently seventeen (1 7) years old. Joshua B. jUSt turned ten

(10) years old on January 8, 2009. Patrrcra B. is currently thirteen (13) years old.

By all repo_rts and con_tmued contact wrth the Department, Tiffany B. has thrived

r.since entering foster care placement. Her anger issues are under control, She is doihg

well in school, and is participating in extra currrcu[ar actljvrtles such as ptayrng soccer
and j Jornrng the Key Club Tiffany gets along well with her foster parents and slbllngs in
the home. She appears happy and well-adjusted at this time. Tiffany has an IEP a_nd
sometimes struggles thh' readirrg, hoWever she has benefitted “fro'm personal attention
and aSS|stanoe in this area from her foster parents who also work weH with the school in
finding ways to help her in her studies.

Since being placed in the same foster home as Tiffany B. since August 2008
Joshua's grades have rmproved dramatlcally Joshua also has an IEP in place but does
not appear to need much assrstance from these services this school year. Joshua's
social skills are also vastly i rmprovmg At the time of his removal from the family home
he was very withdrawn and would make little or no conversation or make eye contact.
Now Joshua does not hesrtate to start conversation and will !ook people in the eyes
when conversing. He appears to have developed frrendshrps at school and is
particularly close to one chrld in the foster home, a teenage son of the foster parents.
Joshua also has had no further anger outbursts out of the ordrnary for a child his age
since moving lnto the foster home.

Patricia B. was also placed in the same foster home in A'ugust 2008. She has an

14
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IEPin place and receives special tutoring. Patricia is also doing well in school. She 7
has developed friendships and. social group of peers,'despi.te being more quiet by
nature. Patricia has Hepatitis C ‘tNhiCh sheﬂ sustained from being pricked with a dirty,
needle by her blologmal mother. Recently, Patricia’s foster parents’ have taken her toa
phys;man in Plttsburgh due to an abnormal blood count and other potentlal concerns
resulting from the Hepatitis C. Patricia and her siblings enjoy living in their current
~ foster home where they have gre‘a_tfy thrived,

Tessa F. is currently in a residential treatment program. She will soon be fifteen
(15) years old on March 11, 2009. She has expressed that she has no desire to see
Rosemary C. or Hiram C. Her mother’s parental rights are still tn issue in the continuing
abuse and neglect proceeding below. | -

Brandon B. is currently placed on the chitdren’s home campus of Burlington'
United Methodist Family Services. He has resided there since July 2008, Brandon is
also fifteen (15) years old. Unfortunately, since he was placed at Burlington he has
made little to no progress. He has had some visits with his siblings. He has also
received numerous restramts for aggressrve beha\nors been noncompliant and has
overatl dlsregard for the program. He has attempted to contact Rosemary C., and Hiram
| C. WIthout perm|58|on it is belleved that his foreseeabie future will include contlnued
residential placementftreatment at his present or potentially at a more restrictive Ievel.
Brandon and Tessa both continue to struggle. _Tiffany B., Joshua B. and Patricia B.

have, however, flourished in their foster care placement.
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V. CONCLUSION

The position of the Department and the MDT was not adOpted by 'the Circuit .
Court below at the dispositio‘nal heartng. The Department and the MDT recommended
that ‘Rosemary C. and Hiram C. be granted an improvement period 'upon disposition to
allow them an opportunity for reunif)ication. of the family under close oversight and
supervision by the Department. The Department further asserts that ample evidence
exists in the record whereby the Clromt Court could have adopted sard reoommendatlon
oontamed in the Children s Case Plan. However the Department does not generally.
| oppose or take a posrtlon regarding the assignments of error now raised by Rosemary
C. on appeal. Should this Court overturn the Circuit Court's Dispositional Hearing Order
the Department will continue to provide strict over3|ght and services aimed at-achieving
the goal of reu_nifioation of the family. Should this Court affirm the Circuit Court’s Order,
the Department will continue to promote the MDT's permanency goals for each of the

children new in the Department’s legal custody.

The Department however, is cognizant of the sobering fact that to uproot Tiffany -

B., Joshua B. and F’atrlc:la B. from their newly found stablllty in foster care now may well
represent a more egregious result Unfortunatefy children are often the most impacted
and manlpulated partles in these cases and wind up paying most for the mrstakes of

| their parents Aooordmgly, the Department does not belleve that the best interests of
these three (3) children would be served by moving them again. The Department will
also continue to ensure that all of the children, to the fullest extent 'posstbte, have the:

opportunity to visit vvit_h each other regularly as ordered by the Circuit Court. The
16



placelﬁente and.permanency goals of Tessa F. and Brandon B will.cohtinue to be a ‘
challenge for the MDT which is also commrtted to achieving the best permanency goals
feasible and in the best mterests of said ch|Idren

Respectfﬁlly submitted,_
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