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BeforeBERGER, JACOBS andRIDGELY, Justices.
ORDER
This 23" day of August 2013, upon consideration of the Hapes
brief filed pursuant to Supreme Court Rule 26.14¢3,attorney’s motion to
withdraw, and the appellee’s response theretgpéars to the Court that:
(1) The Family Court terminated the parental msghif the

respondent-appellant, Christopher Robbins (“Fajha&r’his minor daughter

! The Courtsua sponte assigned pseudonyms to the parties by Order ddach 6,
2013. 9PR CT.R. 7(d).



by order dated February 4, 2013. This is Fatheppeal from the
termination of his parental rights.

(2) Father’'s counsel on appeal has filed a brref a motion to
withdraw pursuant to Rule 26.1(c). Father’s couasserts that, based upon
a complete and careful examination of the recoudl the law, there are no
arguably appealable issues. By letter, Fathenmsel informed him of the
provisions of Rule 26.1(c) and provided him witlt@y of the motion to
withdraw and the accompanying brief. Father alas imformed of his right
to supplement his attorney’s presentation. Faltlasrnot raised any issues
for this Court’s consideration. The DepartmentSafrvices for Children,
Youth and their Families (“DSCYF") has respondedh® position taken by
Father’s counsel and has moved to affirm the Fa@dyrt’'s judgment.

(3) On appellate review of a termination of paagnights, this
Court is required to consider the facts and thedawvell as the inferences
and deductions made by the Family CSuriVe review legal rulingsle
novo.®> We review the factual findings of the Family Coto ensure that

they are sufficiently supported by the record anel ot clearly wrond.

2 Scott v. DSCYF, Del. Supr., No. 528, 2011, Steele, C.J. (Feb201?) (citingWilson v.
Div. of Fam. Services, 988 A.2d 435, 439-40 (Del. 2010)).

3 Wilson v. Div. of Fam. Services, 988 A.2d at 435, 440 (Del. 2010).
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This Court will not disturb inferences and deduatidhat are supported by
the record and are the product of an orderly agitéb deductive process.

(4) The statutory procedure for terminating paakenghts requires
two separate inquiri€s. First, there must be proof of an enumerated
statutory basis for terminatidn Second, there must be a determination that
a termination of parental rights is in the beseiiasts of the chilfl. When
the statutory basis for termination is failure tarpadequately for the child’s
physical, mental, or emotional ne€dthere must be proof of at least one
additional statutory factét and proof that DSCYF madéona fide
reasonable efforts to preserve the family thit. All of the above

requirements must be established by clear and roimg evidencé?

°1d.
® Shepherd v. Clemens, 752 A.2d 533, 536-37 (Del. 2000).

” DEL. CoDE ANN. tit. 13, § 1103(a)(1)-(8) (listing grounds forrrtenation of parental
rights).

® DEL. CoDpE ANN. tit. 13, § 722(a)(1)-(8) (listing factors to bensidered when
determining best interests of the child).

° DEL. CODEANN. tit. 13, § 1103(a)(5).
19 DEL. CoDEANN. tit. 13, § 1103(a)(5) (a)-(b) (listing additiorfaktors).
Y InreHanks, 553 A.2d 1171, 1179 (Del. 1989).

12 powell v. DSCYF, 963 A.2d 724, 731 (Del. 2008).



(5) In this case, the Family Court found by clead convincing
evidence that Father’s parental rights should bmitated on the statutory
bases of a prior termination of parental rightss well as a failure to plan
adequately for the child’s neetfs. The Court has carefully reviewed the
record, including the entire termination of parémights hearing transcript,
and has concluded that Father’s appeal is wholllgomt merit and is devoid
of any arguably appealable issue. We also arsfigatithat Father’s counsel
has made a conscientious effort to examine therdemod the law and has
properly determined that Father could not raiseeaitorious claim in this
appeal. In the absence of any error or abusescfeation on the part of the
Family Court, we affirm the termination of Fatheparental rights on the
basis of the Family Court’s February 4, 2013 order.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that DSCYF’'s motitm
affirm is GRANTED. The judgment of the Family Cois AFFIRMED.
The motion to withdraw is moot.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Jack B. Jacobs
Justice

13 DEL. CoDEANN. tit. 13, § 1103(a)(6).

14 DEL. CoDEANN. tit. 13, § 1103(a)(5).



