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NON-PRECEDENTIAL DECISION - SEE SUPERIOR COURT O.P. 65.37

IN THE INTEREST OF: A.M.L., A : IN THE SUPERIOR COURT OF
MINOR : PENNSYLVANIA

APPEAL OF: T.C.

No. 1017 MDA 2025

Appeal from the Decree Entered July 1, 2025
In the Court of Common Pleas of Luzerne County Orphans' Court at
No(s): A-9573

BEFORE: LAZARUS, P.J., PANELLA, P.J.E., and MURRAY, J.
MEMORANDUM BY LAZARUS, P.J.: FILED: JANUARY 16, 2026

T.C. (Father)! appeals from the decree, entered in the Court of Common
Pleas of Luzerne County, Orphans’ Court Division, involuntarily terminating his
parental rights to A.M.L. (Child). After review, we affirm on the basis of the
well-written opinion authored by the Honorable Jennifer L. Rogers.

Because we rely on the trial court’s opinion, including its recitation of
the relevant facts, we provide only a summary here. A.M.L. was born in
October of 2022. At the hospital after Child was born, Child’s mother, P.L.
(Mother), identified only D.]. as Child’s father. See N.T. Termination Hearing,
2/3/25, at 10-11, 23. Child was placed into foster care upon discharge from

the hospital.

1 While we refer to T.C. as “Father” for clarity’s sake, as discussed below,
T.C.’s relationship to Child was contested and uncertain throughout the
proceedings.
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On January 19, 2024 Luzerne County Children, Youth, and Families (the
Agency) filed a petition for the involuntary termination of Mother’s parental
rights and a petition to confirm consent to adoption as to D.J.2 On April 10,
2024, the trial court entered decrees terminating Mother’s parental rights
pursuant to 23 Pa.C.S.A. §§ 2511(a)(1) and (b) and D.J.’s parental rights
pursuant his consent to the adoption of Child.

In May of 2024, Father contacted the Agency claiming to be Child’s
biological father. See id. at 11. Father informed Jamie Stuart, the Agency’s
caseworker assigned to Child, that “he was depending on the natural mother
to get her life together[,] and that she was going to then care for the child.”
Id. at 11-12. Father claimed to have been at the hospital when Child was
born and that the Agency was otherwise aware of him, but Stuart testified
that she found no reference to T.C. as a potential father to Child in Child’s
case file. Id. at 44. T.C. did not appear for a court-ordered DNA test and
instead signed an Acknowledgment of Paternity in September of 2024. Id. at
46-47.

The Agency filed a petition to terminate Father’s parental rights on July
29, 2024. After hearings on February 3 and March 24, 2025, the trial court
entered a decree terminating Father’s parental rights pursuant 23 Pa.C.S.A.

§§ 2511(a)(1) and (b).

2 D.J., while treated as the putative father, never took part in genetic testing
or signed an Acknowledgment of Paternity. See id. at 23.

-2 -



J-540004-25

Father filed a timely pro se notice of appeal, and his appointed counsel
subsequently filed a Pa.R.A.P. 1925(b) statement.3 The trial court also issued
a Rule 1925(a) opinion. Father raises the following issues for our review:

1. Whether the trial court erred in terminating parental rights
and/or abused its discretion with respect to [section] 2511(a)
of the Adoption Act?

2. Whether the trial court erred in terminating parental rights
and/or abused its discretion with respect to [section] 2511(b)
of the Adoption Act?

Father’s Brief, at 3.

Our standard of review here is well-settled:

When reviewing an appeal from a decree terminating parental
rights, we are limited to determining whether the decision of the
trial court is supported by competent evidence. Absent an abuse
of discretion, an error of law, or insufficient evidentiary support
for the trial court’s decision, the decree must stand. Where a trial
court has granted a petition to involuntarily terminate parental
rights, this Court must accord the hearing judge’s decision the
same deference that we would give to a jury verdict. We must
employ a broad, comprehensive review of the record in order to
determine whether the trial court’s decision is supported by
competent evidence.

3 Father initially filed a pro se notice of appeal on July 29, 2025, wherein he
incorrectly represented that he did not have legal representation at the time.
On August 6, 2025, Joseph C. Borland, Esquire, Father’s then-counsel, filed a
petition to withdraw as counsel with the trial court. The trial court granted
the petition the same day and appointed Paul Ware, Esquire, as Father’s
counsel. This court filed an order on August 7, 2025 requiring Attorney Ware
to file a Rule 1925(b) statement to comply with Pa.R.A.P. 1925(a)(2). See
id. (providing requirements for filing children’s fast track appeal); see also
In re K.T.E.L., 983 A.2d 745 (Pa. Super. 2009) (failure to file
contemporaneous concise statement with notice of appeal results in defective
notice of appeal but is only procedural violation which does not require
quashal).
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InreL.W., 267 A.3d 517, 522 n.4 (Pa. Super. 2021) (citation omitted).

Subsections 2511(a) and (b) of the Adoption Act set forth the
grounds a petitioner must prove in order for the court to grant an
involuntary termination of parental rights. See 23 Pa.C.S.[A.] §
2511. Subsection (a) provides eleven enumerated grounds
describing particular conduct of a parent which would warrant
involuntary termination[.] . .. If the trial court finds clear and
convincing evidence supporting the existence of one of the
grounds for termination set forth in [s]ubsection 2511(a), the
court must then consider whether termination would best serve
“the developmental, physical[,] and emotional needs and welfare
of the child” under [s]ubsection 2511(b).

In re Adoption of C.M., 255 A.3d 343, 359 (Pa. 2021) (citations omitted).
Here, the trial court terminated Father’s rights pursuant to subsection
2511(a)(1), which provides that the rights of a parent may be terminated
when: “The parent[,] by conduct continuing for a period of at least six months
immediately preceding the filing of the petition[,] either has evidenced a
settled purpose of relinquishing parental claim to a child or has refused or
failed to perform parental duties.” 23 Pa.C.S.A. § 2511(a)(1). In other words,
subsection 2511(a)(1) permits termination “upon establishing parental
abandonment.” In re Adoption of B.A.S., 345 A.3d 787, 793 (Pa. Super.

2025) (quoting In re Adoption of L.A.K., 265 A.3d 580, 583 (Pa. 2021)).

A “wealth of Superior Court jurisprudence instructs trial courts
deciding [s]ubsection 2511(a)(1) cases to consider the whole
history of a given case and ‘not mechanically apply the six-month
statutory provision[,]’ although ‘it is the six months immediately
preceding the filing of the petition that [are] most critical to the
analysis.”” In re Adoption of C.M., 255 A.3d at 364 (citations
omitted).

When considering a request to terminate rights under [subs]ection
2511(a)(1), a parent’s failure or refusal to perform parental duties
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must be analyzed in relation to the particular circumstances of the
case. In re Adoption of L.A.K., 265 A.3d at 592. A parent’s
efforts “are always considered ‘in light of existing circumstances.””
Id. (citations omitted). The “focus of the inquiry is whether, under
the circumstances, the parent has acted with reasonable firmness
in refusing to yield to the obstacles that have prevented the
performance of parental duties.” Id. at 592-93 (citations
omitted). The Supreme Court explained:

[E]ven where the evidence clearly establishes a parent has
failed to perform affirmative parental duties for a period in
excess of six months as required by [subs]ection
2511(a)(1), the court “must examine the individual
circumstances and any explanation offered by the parent to
determine if that evidence, in light of the totality of
circumstances, clearly warrants permitting the involuntary
termination [of parental rights].” Consideration of the
totality of the circumstances includes evaluation of the
following: (1) the parent’s explanation for his or her
conduct; (2) the post-abandonment contact between the
parent and child, if any, including any efforts made by the
parent to reestablish contact with the child; and (3) the
effect that termination of parental rights would have on the
child pursuant to [subs]ection 2511(b). We reiterate that
the purpose of this analysis is to give effect to our mandate
that courts avoid a mechanical application of the law
regarding the termination of parental rights. The law must
be applied with the purpose of serving [the] needs and
welfare of each individual child in his or her particular
circumstances. It is within this framework that a court
determines whether a parent has faced barriers that
prevented the parent from maintaining the parent-child
relationship. What constitutes a “barrier” in the context of
a [subs]ection 2511(a)(1) analysis is a finding within the
discretion of the trial court, and what may constitute a
barrier necessarily will vary with the circumstances of each
case. In some instances, obstructive behavior by the child’s
custodian presents a barrier to the parent’s ability to
perform parental duties, which mitigates the parent’s failure
to maintain the parent-child relationship. In other
instances, trial courts have found substance abuse, mental
health issues, homelessness, joblessness, criminal charges,
or a confluence of some or all of these issues created
barriers to the maintenance of the parent-child relationship.
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In all instances, the trial court considered the explanation
offered by the parent when deciding whether termination of
parental rights was warranted.

Id. at 593 (citations omitted).
In re Adoption of B.A.S., 345 A.3d at 794.

Father argues that the court erred in finding that the Agency met its
burden under subsection 2511(a)(1) because: he provided certain essentials,
such as a crib, blankets, and a car seat to Mother after Child was born; the
Agency never notified Father of Child’s dependency proceedings; the Agency
acknowledged that it was unaware of Father until after it had filed a petition
to terminate Mother’'s parental rights; and the Agency did not inquire
regarding Father’s ability to care for Child. See Father’s Brief, at 13-14.

We agree with the trial court that there was sufficient evidence
presented at the termination hearing to establish grounds for termination
under subsection 2511(a)(1). In its opinion, after laying out a lengthy
recitation of the testimony elicited at trial, see Trial Court Opinion, 9/9/25, at
6-14, the trial court examined Father’s explanation for his conduct, see id. at
15-17, the lack of post-abandonment contact between Father and the Child,
see id. at 18, and the evidence in support of termination under subsection

2511(b). See id. at 18-20.# Based upon our review of the record, we find

4 While Father provided testimony contradictory to the evidence relied upon
by the trial court, the trial court did not find Father credible. Id. at 9 (finding
Father’s testimony “inconsistent, unreliable[,] and not credible”); see also In
the Interest of K.T., 296 A.3d 1085, 1117 (Pa. 2023) (“Appellate courts

reviewing such fact-bound claims arising in termination matters ‘should defer
(Footnote Continued Next Page)
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the trial court’s analysis to be supported by competent evidence and agree
with its determination under subsection 2511(a)(1). See N.T. Termination
Hearing, 2/3/25, at 104 (Father explaining why he waited until May of 2024
to reach out to the Agency); id., 3/24/25, at 60 (Stuart testifying that Child
would not suffer negative or detrimental effects if Father’s rights were
terminated and that adoption is in Child’s best interest).

Because we have found evidence to support termination under
subsection 2511(a)(1), we turn now to the trial court’s 2511(b) analysis. “To
determine whether the petitioning party has met [its] burden [under
subsection 2511(b)], the court must conduct a[n] analysis focused on the
child.” In the Int. of K.T., 296 A.3d at 1114. The trial court must “consider
whether termination would best serve ‘the developmental, physical[,] and
emotional needs and welfare of the child[.]"” In re Adoption of C.M., 255
A.3d at 359. “[T]he child’s ‘emotional needs’ and ‘welfare’ include ‘intangibles
such as love, comfort, security, and stability.”” In the Int. of K.T., 296 A.3d
at 1106 (citation omitted). "“The court must not truncate its analysis and
preclude severance based solely on evidence of an ‘adverse’ or ‘detrimental’

impact to the child.” Id. at 1114. “Therefore, to grant termination when a

to the trial judges who see and hear the parties and can determine the
credibility to be placed on each witness and, premised thereon, gauge the
likelihood of the success of the current permanency plan[.] ... [W]e are not
in a position to reweigh the evidence and the credibility determinations of the
trial court.”).
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parental bond exists, there must be clear and convincing evidence that the
bond is not necessary and beneficial.” Id.

Father argues that the trial court erred in finding that termination was
proper under subsection 2511(b) because Father had a strong desire to bond
with Child, and the Agency did not allow for that bond to form. We disagree
with Father and find ample support in the record for the trial court’s subsection
2511(b) determination. The trial court thoroughly considered Child’s bond
with her foster parents, their ability to care for and support Child, their ability
to meet her physical, developmental, and emotional needs, and their
willingness to adopt Child. See Trial Court Opinion, 9/9/25, at 18-19 (citing
N.T. Termination Hearing, 3/24/25, at 55-57, 61, 68). The trial court also
considered the lack of a necessary and beneficial bond between Child and
Father and the positive impact the termination of Father’s rights would have
on Child. See Trial Court Opinion, 9/9/25 at 19-20 (citing N.T. Termination
Hearing, 3/24/25, at 57-60). Again, we find the trial court’s analysis here to
be supported by the record.

Mindful of the record, the applicable standard of review, the relevant
caselaw, and the parties’ briefs, we affirm on the basis of the trial court’s
thorough and well-reasoned opinion. See id. at 1-23. The parties are directed
to attach a copy of Judge Rogers’ opinion in the event of further proceedings.

Decree affirmed.



J-540004-25

Judgment Entered.

Bl et

Benjamin D. Kohler, Esq.
Prothonotary

Date: 1/16/2026











































































