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ONONDAGA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF CHI LDREN

AND FAM LY SERVI CES, PETI TI ONER- RESPONDENT;

TI FFANY H., RESPONDENT- APPELLANT.

FRANK H. HI SCOCK LEGAL Al D SCCI ETY, SYRACUSE ( KRI STEN MCDERMOTT OF
COUNSEL), FOR RESPONDENT- APPELLANT.

ROBERT A. DURR, COUNTY ATTORNEY, SYRACUSE (MAGG E SEI KALY OF COUNSEL),
FOR PETI TI ONER- RESPONDENT.

ANTHONY P. BELLETI ER, ATTORNEY FOR THE CHI LD, SYRACUSE

Appeal from an order of the Famly Court, Onondaga County
(M chael L. Hanuszczak, J.), entered Decenber 10, 2015 in a proceedi ng
pursuant to Social Services Law § 384-b. The order, anong other
things, term nated respondent’s parental rights.

It is hereby ORDERED t hat the order so appealed fromis
unani nously affirmed w thout costs.

Menorandum I n this permanent negl ect proceedi ng pursuant to
Fam |y Court Act article 6 and Social Services Law 8 384-b, respondent
not her appeals froman order that, inter alia, term nated her parental
rights with respect to the subject child. Initially, we note that
“where, as here, a parent admts to permanent neglect, there is no
need for [petitioner] to put forth evidence establishing—nor is it
necessary for the court to determ ne—that [petitioner] had exercised
diligent efforts to strengthen the parental relationship” (Mtter of
Aidan D., 58 AD3d 906, 908; see Matter of Eleydie R [Maria R], 77
AD3d 1423, 1424).

Contrary to the nother’s contention, Famly Court did not abuse
its discretionin limting the evidence concerni ng whet her the subject
child s foster parents were qualified to adopt him The court
permtted certain questioning concerning the suitability of the foster
parents to adopt the subject child, and there is clear and convincing
evi dence supporting its determnation that it was in the child s best
interests to termnate the nother’s parental rights and free himfor
adoption. Consequently, the court did not abuse its discretion in
l[imting any further evidence regarding the foster parents at the
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hearing. Indeed, “it nust be enphasized that term nation of parental
ri ghts does not hinge upon a conparison of the relative benefits
offered a child by his [biological] famly to those offered by the
foster famly” (Matter of Leon RR 48 NY2d 117, 124). In any event,
“the ultimate purpose of the dispositional inquiry was not to
determ ne whether the [child was] in the best possible foster

pl acenent —a determ nation statutorily entrusted to petitioner—but to
deci de whether [his] best interests required term nation of the

not her’s parental rights” (Matter of Mchael JJ. [CGerald JJ.], 101
AD3d 1288, 1293, |v denied 20 NYy3d 860). Here, “[g]iven the evidence
that the [child s] progress in the foster home was satisfactory, and
the | ack of any evidence that the nother was capable of offering [hin
a safe honme, the court’s determnation to commt the [child s]
guar di anshi p and custody to petitioner was in [his] best interests”

(id.).

Contrary to the nother’s further contention, the court did not
abuse its discretion in declining to grant a suspended judgnment. It
is well settled that a suspended judgnent “is a brief grace period
designed to prepare the parent to be reunited with the child” (Matter
of Mchael B., 80 Ny2d 299, 311; see Famly C Act 8 633). The record
est abli shes that the nother made “only mnimal progress in addressing
the issues that resulted in the [child s] renpbval from her custody,
whi ch was not sufficient to warrant any further prolongation of the
[child s] unsettled famlial status” (Matter of Alexus R L. [Ashley
K.], 140 AD3d 1699, 1700 [internal quotation marks omtted]).

Ent er ed: March 24, 2017 Frances E. Caf arel
Cerk of the Court



