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Appeal from an order of the Fam |y Court, Cattaraugus County
(M chael L. Nenno, J.), entered January 5, 2017 in a proceedi ng
pursuant to Social Services Law 8 384-b. The order, anong ot her
things, term nated respondent’s parental rights with respect to the
subj ect child.

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

Menorandum I n this proceedi ng pursuant to Social Services Law
8 384-Db, respondent father appeals froman order that, inter alia,
term nated his parental rights with respect to the subject child on
t he ground of permanent neglect and freed the child for adoption.
Contrary to the father’s contention, petitioner established
“ *by clear and convincing evidence that it made diligent efforts to
encourage and strengthen the relationship between [the father] and the
child 7 (Mwatter of Alex C, Jr. [Alex C., Sr.], 114 AD3d 1149, 1149-
1150 [4th Dept 2014], Iv denied 23 NY3d 901 [2014]; see § 384-b [ 3]
[g] [1]; [7] [a]). Anong other things, petitioner arranged for the
father’s psychol ogi cal exam nation, facilitated supervised visitation
between the father and the child, attenpted unsupervised visits, and
provided referrals for various services.

Furthernore, “[a]lthough [the father] participated in [sone of]
the services offered by petitioner, [he] failed to address
successfully the problens that led to the renoval of the child[ ] and
continued to prevent [his] safe return” (Matter of Joanna P. [Patricia
M], 101 AD3d 1751, 1752 [4th Dept 2012], |v denied 20 NY3d 863 [2013]
[internal quotation marks omtted]; see Matter of Christian C -B
[Christopher V.B.], 148 AD3d 1775, 1777 [4th Dept 2017], Iv denied 29
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NY3d 917 [2017]; Matter of N cholas B. [Eleanor J.], 83 AD3d 1596,
1597 [4th Dept 2011], Iv denied 17 NY3d 705 [2011]). Wile the father
conpl eted parenting classes and a donestic violence class, he did not
successfully conplete nmental health treatnment or addiction and
substance abuse treatnent, and evidence that he was “ ‘inconsistently
appl yi ng the knowl edge and benefits [he] obtained fromthe services
provi ded [and] arguing with various service providers and

prof essionals’ sufficiently supported a finding that [he] failed to
articulate a realistic plan for the child[ ]’s return to [his] care”
(Matter of CGerald G [Orena G ], 91 AD3d 1320, 1321 [4th Dept 2012],
v denied 19 NYy3d 801 [2012]). The record contains no evidence that
the father “provide[d] any ‘realistic and feasible alternative to
having the child[ ] remain in foster care until the [father]’s rel ease
fromprison,” which “supports a finding of permanent neglect” (Mtter
of Gena S. [Karen M ] [appeal No. 1], 101 AD3d 1593, 1594 [4th Dept
2012], Iv dismssed 21 NY3d 975 [2013]; see Social Services Law

§ 384-b [7] [c]; Alex C, Jr., 114 AD3d at 1150).

Ent er ed: March 23, 2018 Mark W Bennett
Cerk of the Court



