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The Circuit Court for Washi ngt on County granted a petition for
guardi anshipw th right to consent to adoption or | ong-termcare short
of adoption filed by the Washi ngt on County Departnent of Soci al
Services (“the Departnent”), the appel |l ee, with respect to Abiagail C*
That ruling term nated the parental rights of Abiagail’s natura
parents, ChinniniaC., the appellant,? and Charles L. On appeal, the
appel l ant raises the foll owi ng questions, which we have rephrased:
l. Did the trial court err in denying her notion to
di sm ss the Departnment’ s petition when there was no
ruling by the court within 180 days of the filing of

the petition?

1. Was the evidence |l egally sufficient to support the
term nation of her parental rights?

For the fol |l owi ng reasons, we shall affirmthe judgnment of the circuit
court.

FACTS AND PROCEEDI NGS

On July 31, 1997, follow ng reports that she had been sexual |y
abused by her nother’s boyfriend and by Charles L., an adult, the
appel l ant, then thirteen years ol d, was adj udi cated a Child I n Need of
Assi stance (“ClI NA") and renmoved fromher home. At thetime, she was

pregnant by Charles L.

1Throughout the record, Abiagail’s nane appears sonetinmes as “Abigail” and
sonetimes as “Abiagail.” Her name is spelled Abigail in the appellant’s brief
and Abiagail in the appellee's brief. Abi agail appears to be her correct nane,

so we are using that spelling.

2Chinninia is the correct spelling of the appellant’s nane. At some points
inthe record it is msspelled as “Chinnina.”



During the first four nonths after being found a CINA the
appellant livedin several foster hones. In each honme, she exhibited
opposi tional behavior, resisting her foster parents’ attenpts to
di sci pli ne her and generally having difficulty getting alongw th them
On Oct ober 21, 1997, the appel |l ant noved i nto t he foster hone of Lisa
and David J. She was |ivingthere when Abi agai |l was born, on January
17, 1998.

Before Abiagail’s birth, the J.s, like the foster parents
precedi ng them had found the appellant to be defiant and non-
cooperative. She didnot followtheir rules, woul d not keep hersel f
cl ean, dress appropriately, eat or sl eep properly (even t hough she was
pregnant), and wanted to “run on the streets” with boys.

After Abiagail was born, theJ.striedto helpthe appellant | earn
howto care for the baby, withlittle success. The appel | ant becane
easily frustrated with havingto care for aninfant. She woul d shout
at Abiagail and one tine threw her onto the bed. The J.s had to
constantly rem nd t he appel | ant to f eed and change Abi agail. When
Abi agai | woul d cry at night, the appell ant often i gnored her. Because
of the appellant’s persistent |ack of cooperation, the J.s hadto
intervene to care for Abiagail thensel ves.

The Depart nent casewor ker for the appellant triedtoenroll her
inparentingskills trainingclasses; that attenpt fail ed because t he

hours conflicted with the appel | ant’ s school hours. In addition, the
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appel | ant was not accept ed i n anot her parenti ng programfor teenagers
because t he programwas geared t o pregnant girls and her baby al r eady
had been born. Eventual ly, the caseworker succeeded inenrollingthe
appel l ant in anintensive parenting skills programthat was bei ng hel d
fromthe end of March 1998 to t he end of May 1998. The programhad a
counsel i ng conmponent as wel |, whi ch t he casewor ker t hought woul d assi st
the appellant in getting along with her foster parents.

Unfortunately, although the appellant participatedinthe two-
nont h par enti ng program she conti nued to negl ect Abi agail’ s needs by
failingtoconsistently provide for her basic care and | eavi ng her
unattended and crying for | ong periods of time. The appellant’s
casewor ker was abl e to arrange a pl acenent for her and for Abi agail at
t he Fl orence Crittendon G oup Horme, to | earn parenting skills and for
counseling. They were placed there on June 22, 1998. Si x days | ater,
t he appel l ant | eft and t ook Abi agail with her. She conpl ai ned that the
group home was infested with ants.

After spending a day at the honme of a friend s boyfriend, the
appel | ant t ook Abi agail to her nother’s house. Shortly thereafter, she
returned with Abiagail tothe J.s’ hone, where they remai ned until
Decenmber 21, 1998. During that period, there was no change in the
appel l ant’ s defi ant conduct or her inability or unwillingness to care
for Abiagail. She continuedtofight theJ.s efforts to keep her off

the streets. She al so continuedtoignore Abiagail’s nost basi c needs
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and to | eave her alone and crying for several hours at a tinme.
Finally, after the J.s told the appellant’s caseworker they coul d not
cope with the appellant’s neglect of Abiagail any |onger, the
Departnent renoved both the appellant and Abiagail fromtheir hone.

The casewor ker found a shel ter pl acenent for the appel | ant, but
t he shel ter woul d not take aninfant. The appellant refusedtogoto
t he shelter and i nstead was allowed to return to her nother’s hone for
t he hol i day. Abiagail was placedin ashelter foster hone. Wenthe
casewor ker found two placenents for the appellant and Abi agail
together, inearly January 1999, the appell ant refused both of them
The casewor ker thentried w thout successtoidentify afamly menber
who coul d t ake t he appel | ant and Abiagail. Finally, on January 7,
1999, over the Departnent’ s obj ection, the juvenile court rel eased the
appel lant fromits jurisdictionsoshecouldlivewthher nother, as
she wished to do. Abiagail remained in foster care. She was
adj udi cated a CI NA on January 28, 1999.

Appel l ant entered into three service agreenments with the
Departnent in 1999. On February 27, she entered into an agreenent in
whi ch she committed to conplete a parenting skills course, attend
school regularly, find appropriate housing for herself and Abi agai |,
attend counsel ing, and i nteract appropriately wi th Abi agail during
visitation (which had started soon after she had returned to her

not her’s house inlate 1998). By May 1, the appellant had failedto
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attend counsel ing and to conpl ete the parenting program |n addition,
al t hough she had attended nost of her visitations with Abiagail, they
did not gowell. At the outset of every visitation session, Abiagail
woul d cry and resi st enteringtheroom At first, she would only enter
the roomif afoster parent were present; eventually, she woul d only
interact with the appellant in the presence of a foster parent.

On May 1, 1999, the appel | ant execut ed a second servi ce agr eenent
wi th the sanme provi sions as the first agreenent. She did not conpl ete
her parenting programwhen t hat agreenent was i n ef fect, however, and
did not begin counseling until July 7.

Carl ton Munson, Ph.D., aclinical social worker, observed two
vi sits between t he appel | ant and Abi agai |, on May 19 and June 16, 1999.
During both visits, Abiagail started crying al nost the nonent that she
was | eft wth the appell ant and she cri ed so hard that her face becane
inflamed. The appellant tried to confort her, w thout success;
Abi agai | woul d only cal mdown when her foster nother conforted her.
Dr. Munson had only seen such an extrene reactioninthree of the other
284 parent/child visitations he had observed.

Dr. Munson performed eval uati ons of Abi agail and t he appel | ant
over the sumrer of 1999. He found t hat Abi agail, who by then was 17
nmont hs ol d, was devel opi ng normal |l y and t hat she was shy and very
attached to her foster nother. In his evaluation of the appellant, Dr.

Munson adm ni stered a Parent Stress | ndex test that reveal ed a very
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hi gh stress reactionto parenting, a hi gh measure of dysfuncti onal
interactionwiththe child, and a perception of the child as being
di fficult or handi capped. The appellant’s score on all three aspects
of the test showed an exceptional | y hi gh degree of difficulty with her
role as a parent. In Dr. Munson’s view, this indicated that the
appel | ant woul d easi |y becone upset wi th Abi agail and that t here woul d
be a significant risk that she woul d cause Abi agai | physical harm He
recommended t hat Abi agai|l and t he appel | ant not be reunified until the
appel l ant had conplied fully withthe service agreenent for 9to 12
nmont hs, or longer. He al so opinedthat if Abiagail werereturnedto
t he appell ant, she would need supportive services and nonitoring.

Dr. Munson di agnosed the appellant as having a depressive
di sorder. Later, she was di agnosed as havi ng bi pol ar di sorder.
Apparently, she had beenin the depressive cycl e of bi pol ar di sorder
when she was eval uated by Dr. Munson. The appel |l ant began t aki ng
medi cation for this disorder in July 1999.

After school started in Septenber 1999, the appel | ant experi enced
numer ous absences, was suspended for three days for fighting, and on
several occasions left school early, w thout perm ssion.

On Oct ober 27, the appell ant and t he Departnent enteredinto a
third service agreenent. She again agreed to attend school regul arly,
participate in individual therapy, find appropriate housing, and

interact properly with Abiagail. She also agreed to make up the

-6-



parenting cl asses she had m ssed and to conply with her psychiatrist’s
recommendati ons and nedi cation regi nmen.

I n Novenber 1999, the appell ant dropped out of school after
nuner ous absences and a series of disciplinary neasures. She failedto
attend her therapy sessions regularly or to conplete the parenting
program She continued to live with her nother, which was not an
appropri ate home for Abiagail. The follow ng nonth, she stopped t aki ng
her nmedi cati on and as a consequence was hospitalizedin January 2000.
The appel | ant returned to t herapy i n February 2000 and conti nued unti |
April 19, 2000, when she failed to attend two consecuti ve counseling
sessi ons.

On May 24, 2000, the appel | ant was adj udi cat ed del i nquent after
bei ng found i nvol ved in two counts of m sdeneanor theft. She was
pl aced on probati on and ordered i nto community detention. Wen she
failedtoreport to her probation officer, she was pl aced i nthe Fi nan
Center fromMay 24 to July 21, 2000. Thereafter, she engagedinfamly
and i ndi vidual counseling services as part of her probation and
received i n-hone intervention services four tofivetines awek. As
of thetine of trial, the appell ant was schedul ed t o begi n attendi ng an
anger managenent group in |late August 2000.

In the neantinme, in March 2000, Abiagail was nmoved from her
previous foster hone to the foster hone of prospective adoptive

parents. She adjusted well to her new environment. Abiagail’s
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visitations with the appel | ant conti nued, but did not i nprove. At a
visit on June 30, 2000, Abiagail’s foster nother attenpted for 40
m nut es t o persuade her to enter the visiting roomon her own. Wen she
was taken into the room she continued to cry and tried to | eave.

At thetrial on August 17, 2000, the court heard testinony from
the fol |l owi ng wi tnesses for the Departnent: 1) Gary Seligman, M D., the
appel l ant’ s psychiatrist; 2) Wendy Pettit, the appell ant’s soci al
wor ker fromJuly 7, 1999, until April 19, 2000; 3) Megan Turner, the
f ost er care worker who worked wi t h t he appel | ant and her not her duri ng
the CI NA proceeding in 1997; 4) LisaJ.; 5) Dr. Munson; 6) Johnetta
Neal , Assi stant Principal of South Hager st own H gh School (which the
appel I ant attended); 7) John Davi dson, anot her Assi stant Princi pal of
Sout h Hager stown Hi gh School; 8) Charles L.; 9) Julie Kreit, the
casewor ker assi gned to Abi agail fromDecenber 1998 f orward; and 10) the
appel lant. The appell ant also testified on her own behalf, as did
Charles L.

The trial court ruled fromthe bench. It addressed all of the
factors in Md. Code Ann. (1984, 1999 Repl. Vol ., 2000 Supp.), section
5-313 of the Famly Law Article (“FL”), and then granted the

Departnent’s petition.



The appellant filedatinmely appeal. Charles L. fil ed an appeal

but subsequently dism ssed it.3

DI SCUSSI ON

FL 8 5-317(d) provides that, “[w]ithin 180 days after a petition
for guardi anship or petitionfor adoptionis filedunder 85-313. . .,
the court shall rule onthe petition.” The 180-day deadl i ne was not
met inthis case. The Departnent filedits petition on February 2,
2000; the casewas called for trial 197 days | ater, on August 17, 2000.
The court heard all of the evidence and made its ruling that day.

At the outset of trial, the appellant’s |awer novedto dismn ss
the petition on the ground that the court had not ruled onit (and
couldnot ruleonit) withinthetinme specifiedinFL 85-317(d). She
argued that notw t hstandi ng that the statute itself does not provide a
sanction for non-conpliance, its mandatory | anguage, that the court
shall rulew thin 180 days of the filing of the petition, necessitated
di sm ssal of the petition. The Departnent’s | awyer responded t hat t he

st at ut e does not provide for dism ssal as a sanction for the court’s

failuretorulew thinthe 180-day period and, inany event, such a

SCharles L. timely noted an appeal on Septenmber 12, 2000. Thereafter, on
Cctober 24, 2000, he directed his counsel to voluntarily disnmiss the appeal.
Apparently, his counsel nistakenly filed a nmotion requesting that the entire
appeal be dism ssed. The nandate was issued on October 26, 2000. On  Novenber
2, 2000, counsel filed a nmotion to rescind the mandate and reinstate the appeal
insofar as the appellant’s appeal was concerned. That notion was granted on
January 11, 2001. As a result, this appeal is taken by the appellant only.
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sanctionwould run contrary tothelegislative purpose of the statute,
whi ch i s to ensure pronpt adjudi cati ons of guardi anship petitions filed
under FL § 5-313.

The court denied the notionto dism ss. Indoing so, it nmade
reference tothe Departnent’ s position (not clearly articulatedinthe
record) that there had been sonme probl emhavi ng t he case set for trial
because one of the Department’ s case workers was on naternity | eave and
the Public Defender’s Ofice had had difficulty getting counsel
appoi nted for Charles L. The court rul ed, however, that di sm ssal of
the petition was not arequired sanction and that the additional 17
days t hat had el apsed beyond the statutory ruling period had not
prejudi ced any of the parties.

On appeal, the appellant contends that the 180-day ruling
requi renment of FL 8 5-317(d) is in the nature of a statute of
limtationsthat, i f not met, nandates di sm ssal of the guardi anship
petition; therefore, thetrial court erredin denyingher notionto
di sm ss. The Departnent counters that this is not a sensibl e reading
of the statutory | anguage and does not conport with its purposes.

Ascert ai ning the meani ng of astatute is a question of | aw, which
we reviewde novo. Auction of Estate Representatives v. Ashton, 354

wvd. 333, 341 (1999) (quoting Calommiris v. Whods, 353 Md. 425, 434

(1989)). The prinmary objective of statutory construction is to

determinethetruelegislativeintent. Board of License Commirs v.
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Toye, 354 Md. 116, 122 (1999) (quotingOaks v. Connors, 339 Md. 24, 35

(1995)). “Every quest to di scover and gi ve effect to the objectives of
the | egi slature begins with the text of the statute.” Huffnman v.
State, 356 Md. 622, 628 (1999) (citinglnre: Victor B., 336 Ml. 85, 94
(1994)). To do so, we consi der the | anguage of the statute, givingthe
words their ordi nary and natural neaning. Lewinv. State, 348 Ml. 648,
653 (1998) (citing Gardner v. State, 344 Ml. 642, 647-48 (1997)). W
do not read t he words of a statuteinisolation, however. Instead, we
read themwith referencetothelegislative schene of whichthey are a
part, and so as to give neaningtothe overall legislativeintent. W
oftenw Il examne the |l egislative history and ot her sources for a nore
conpl et e under st andi ng of the l egi slature’ s intentions inenacting
particul ar |l egislation. Harrisv. State, 331 Md. 137, 146 (1993). In
so doi ng, “[w e may al so consi der the particul ar probl emor probl ens
the | egi sl ature was addressing, and the objectives it sought to
attain.” Sinai Hosp. of Baltinore, Inc. v. Departnent of Enpl oynent &
Training, 309 Md. 28, 40 (1987) (citing Tucker v. Fireman’s Fund I ns.
Co., 308 Md. 69 (1986); Bl edsoe v. Bl edsoe, 294 M. 183 (1982)).
Finally, inconstruingastatute, we “seek[] to avoid results which are

“illogical,” “unreasonable,’ or ‘inconsistent with comon sense.

Rommv. Fl ax, 340 wMd. 690, 693 (1995) (quoting Tucker, 308 Ml. at 75,
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and citingKaczorowski v. Mayor of Baltinore, 309 Md. 505, 516 (1987)).

Dependi ng on t he context, placenent, and use of the word “shal | ,”
and t he nature of the constitutional provisionor statuteinwhichit
appears, the word may have a nandat ory connotation, soastorequire
that the action that “shall” be done nmust be done, or may be di rectory
i n meani ng, so as to exhort the doing of the thingthat “shall” be done
without requiringit. Odinarily, whenthe word “shall” isfoundina
constitutional provision or enactnent appearingtoinpose aduty onthe
court, it isviewedas directory in meaning. See MCall’s Ferry Power
Co. v. Price, 108 Md. 96, 112-14 (1908) (holding that Article IV,
section 15 of the Maryl and Constitution, statingthat the appellate
court “shall file” its opinion in a case within three nonths of
argunent or subm ssion of the cause, is directory, not nandatory, and
that litigant was not entitled to reargunent of a case in which an
opi ni on had not been filed within the prescribed tine); see al so
Maryl and St. Bar Ass’'n, Inc. v. Hrsch, 274 Md. 368, 373-74 (1975)
(holding that Article IV, Section 23 of the Maryl and Constituti on,
stating that circuit courts “shall render” their decisions withintwo
nont hs of argunent or subm ssionis directory, not nandatory, and t hat
alitigant’s due process ri ghts were not viol at ed when an opi ni on was
not filedwithinthe prescribedtine); cf. Resetar v. State Bd., 284

Md. 537, 549-50 (1979) (holding that disciplinary action was not
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requiredto be di sm ssed when board did not ruleonit withinthetine
provi ded by regul ati on; the regul ati on did not provi de a consequence
for the board not rulingwithinthe allottedtime and the party had
suffered no prejudice).

The appel |l ant acknow edges this principle but attenpts to
di stingui sh the 180-day ruling provisioninFL 85-317(d) fromot her
provi sions seemngtorequirecourt actioninaset tinmeframe onthe
ground that the deadlineinFL 8 5-317(d) istiedtothe filing date of
the petition. She argues that this nakes the primary effect of the
statute to i npose a duty on the Depart nent (as opposed to onthe court)
t o ensure that guardi anshi p petitions are tried and deci ded wi thin 180
days of filing. Thus, she maintains, FL 8 5-317(d) resenbl es t he
statutory deadl i ne for bringingcrimnal prosecutions, addressed in
State v. H cks, 285 Md. 310 (1979), and for filingjuvenile delinquency
proceedi ngs, addressed inlnre Janes S., 286 Md. 702 (1980), that are
inthenature of finitelimtations periods that, when not net, require
di sm ssal .

InState v. H cks, supra, 285 Ml. 310, the Court held that a court
rulestatingthat “atrial date shall be set” nolater than 120 days
after the appearance or wai ver of counsel or the defendant’s initi al
appear ance, but not prescribing a sanctionfor non-conpliance, was

mandat ory and requi red di sm ssal for non-conpliance, absent an express
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wai ver by t he def endant or extraordi nary good cause found by the court.*
I n H cks, the Court exam ned t he pur pose of the rul e and concl uded t hat
it was “intendedto. . . put teethintoanew][statute] governingthe
assi gnnment of crimnal cases for trial.” 1d. at 318 (referring to M.
Ann. Code art 27, 8 591 (1957, 1976 Repl. Vol .), whi ch was enact ed by
1971 Md. Laws, ch. 212).

In Janmes S., supra, 286 M. 702, the Court held that
notw t hst andi ng the absence of a sanction in a provision of the
Juveni | e Del i nquency Act statingthat a delinquency petition “shall be
filedwthinfifteen days after the receipt of areferral fromthe

i ntake officer,” therequiredsanctionfor late filing was di sm ssal.
Id. at 713-14 (anal yzi ng Ml. Code Ann. (1974, 1979 Supp.) Cs. & Jud.
Proc. 8§ 3-812(b)). Notingthesimlarity of the operati ve words of the
statute to those of many of the statutes of limtationsinthe Courts
and Judi ci al Proceedi ngs Article, the Court observed, “No one woul d
contend seriously that the |l anguage of theselimtations statutesis
directory rather than mandatory.” 1d.; seealsolnre Anthony R, 362
Md. 51, 66-67 (2000) (holding that amendnents to the Juvenile

Del i nquency Act extending filing time to 30 days and addi ng a good

cause exception did not alter mandatory nature of the statute).

“The rule in question — Rule 746 - subsequently was anended to extend the
period in question to 180 days and presently appears as Ml. Rule 4-271(a).
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The appel | ant argues that the rati onal e behind the hol dings in
James S. and Hi cks, to “put teethinto” statutes inposingfilingand
trial deadlines, applies with equal force to guardi anship cases filed
under FL 8 5-313. Specifically, she mai ntains that sone of theevils
of the undue passage of tinme that the trial deadlines at i ssueinJanes
S. and Hicks, and nost linmtations provisions, are designed to
elimnate, or at | east | essen, alsoexist inthis setting. She points
out that for the parent whose constitutional liberty right toraisehis
or her childis at stake, |l engthy pre-trial del ays ri sk i npai r nent of
t he defense by | oss of witnesses and of other evidence and cause
anxi ety and concern for a prol onged peri od.

| n our view, the anal ogy the appel | ant attenpts to draw bet ween
the respectivefilingandtrial deadlines addressed inJanes S. and
H cks and t he 180-day ruling deadlineinthis case does not w thstand
scrutiny. Tobeginwth, inthe context of juvenile delinquency cases,
t he Court of Appeal s has rejected the argunent that arule settinga
si xty-day deadline for an adjudi catory hearing is mandat ory and
requi res di smssal for non-conpliance. Inlnre Keith W, 310 Md. 99
(1987), the Court, noting that the rule in questionwas virtually
identical to the | anguage of the rule in Hicks, which had been
interpretedtorequire dismssal, explainedthat “[t]he considerations
inthejuvenile context arevastly different fromthose inthe crimnal

context.” Id. at 105. It went onto enphasi ze that “the overriding
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goal of Maryland’ s juvenile statutory scheneistorehabilitate and
treat delinquent juvenil es sothat they becone useful and productive
menbers of society.” 1d. at 106; see al so I nre Dewayne H., 290 M.
401, 405-07 (1981) (holding that di sm ssal was not an appropriate
sanction under arule stating that juvenile di sposition hearings shall
be held no later than 30 days after the adjudicatory hearing).

We di sagree that the 180-day rulingtine establishedin FL 5-
317(d) is in the nature of a statute of limtations or a trial
deadl i ne, such as those addressed i nJames S. and Hi cks, and t hat the
| egi sl ative purpose underlyingthe statute woul d be advanced by t he
interpretation the appellant suggests.

I n 1987, the General Assenbly generally revised the adopti on and
guar di anshi p | aws t hr ough t he enact nent of House Bill 590, as chapter
282 of the Laws of Maryl and. HB 590 had been i ntroduced “at t he behest
of t he Governor’s Task Force To Study Adopti on Procedures in Maryl and,”
whi ch had noted inits 1987 Report “the i ncreasi ng nunber of chil dren
‘drifting’ in foster care w thout any permanent honme or famly
attachnment.” Inre Adoption No. 93321055, 344 Md. 458, 482 (1997).
That report docunented state-w de statistics show ngthat on aver age,
it was taking 5.1years for achildinfoster careto be adopted, with
figures as highas 7.4 yearsinBaltinmore City. Inre Adoption No.

93321055, 344 Md. at 482 (citing GovEeRNR s TAsk Force To Stupby ADoPTI ON
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PROCEDURES IN MARYLAND, GROWNG Up ALONE CH LDREN WAITING FOR FAMLIES Vi i
(1987)).

The pur pose under |l yi ng enact nent of sone of the nmeasures inthe
1987 revi si ons, such as t he amendnent provi di ng for deened consent in
t he event that a natural parent fails, after proper notice, to object
toapetitionfor guardianshipw ththeright toconsent to adoption,
was t o speed up t he guar di anshi p and adopti on process so that chil dren
no | onger woul d be consignedto foster carelinbo for years. 1d. at
482-83.°

FL section 5-317(d) was enacted t hrough House Bi Il 295 (1991 M.
Laws, chapter 173) as an additional stepinthe “speedi ng up” of the
adopti on and guardi anshi p process, and to sonme extent because t he
nmeasur es enact ed for that purpose in 1987 had proven successful .® In
its letter supporting HB 295, the Departnment of Human Resources
i nformed t he General Assenbly that the recent enact nents designedto
stream i ne t he guardi anshi p/ adopti on process had brought about an
i ncrease i nthe nunber of guardi anshi p cases being fil ed and, as a
result, anincrease by al nost six nonths inthe average | ength of tine

between the filing and di sposition of those cases. The Departnent of

5'n the sanme vein, M. Rule 8-207(b)(5), adopted in 1995, provides that the
appellate court’s decision in a case involving the guardianship, adoption, or
custody of children “shall be rendered within 60 days after oral argument or
subm ssion of the appeal on the briefs filed.”

6t her anendments to FL § 5-317(e) were passed in 1992 and again in 1994

for the same purpose. In re Adoption No. 93321055, 344 M. at 483-84; see 1992
Ml. Laws, ch. 511; 1994 MI. Laws, ch. 234.
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Human Resources asked the General Assenmbly to enact HB 295,
“establishing[a] time frame[] for the courts to hear these cases . .
. [to] assist the courts in assigningahigher priority tothese cases
and t hus enabl e earlier i npl enentati on of adoption plans for children.”
Aconmmittee report on HB 295 prepared i n conjunctionw th anidentical
cross-filed Senate Bill (SB 656) stated that testinony before the
Senate was that the bills were “intended to reduce the |l ength of tine
i nvol ved i ninplenmenting adoption plans for foster children.” Senate
Jud. Proc. Comm Report, House Bill 295 (1991).

The mandat ory constructi on of FL 8 5-317(d) urged by t he appel | ant
woul d be at cross-purposes withthe stated intention of the General
Assenbly in enactingit: toreduce as nmuch as practicablethetinme
that children spend in foster care wi thout any permanent home or
attachnments. To be sure, one of the objectives of this statute and
many of the other rel ated | aws enact ed si nce 1987 has been to reduce
delay i n the di sposition of guardi anshi p cases, and sone of the evils
of delay in crimnal and delinquency cases |i kew se exist inthis
setting. The overarching purpose of this and the ot her adopti on and
guar di anshi p st atutes, however, isto pronotethe best interests of
chil dren by accel erating t he process for getting themout of foster
care and into adoptive fam lies. The primary evil that this statute
addresses i s not the |l oss of witnesses’ nenories or the anxi ety that

adul ts experience awaiting critical decisions affectingtheir |ives.
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It istheloss for thechildreninfoster carelinmbo of the precious
and limted years in which they can beconme part of a famly.

A mandat ory construction of FL 8 5-317(d) requiringthe circuit
court to di sm ss a guardi anshi p petitionthat has not beenruledonin
180 days cannot possibly serve that purpose. The consequence of
di sm ssal woul d not be that the chil dwoul d be returned to the natural
parent by default, as the appel |l ant seens to assune, or that the child
woul d remain adrift infoster care. Rather, the consequence plainly
woul d be that the petition would be refil ed and t he 180-day peri od
woul d run anew. See Scott v. Prince George’s County Dep’t of Soci al
Servs., 76 Md. App. 357, 376-80 (1988). Thus, only further del ay woul d
be acconplished. Wewill not interpret astatute neant to assi st the
circuit court innore pronptly decidi ng guardi anshi p/ adopti on cases so
as to del ay t he di spositions of those very cases. Cf. McCall’s, 108
Md. at 113 (notingthat “[i]t certainly woul d not be within either the
letter or spirit of this provisionto grant areargunment, because an
opi ni on had not been filed wi thin three nonths thereby causing further
del ay.”).

.

The appel | ant cont ends t hat t he evi dence was not sufficient to
support thetrial court’s findingsthat resultedinthetermnation of

her parental rights.
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VWhen t he St ate seeks to terni nate parental rights wi thout the
consent of the parent, the standard is whether the term nation of
rights would be in the best interest of the child. In re
Adopt i on/ Guar di anshi p No. 10941, 335 Md. 99, 112 (1994) (citations
omtted); Washi ngton County Dep’t of Soc. Servs. v. dark, 296 Md. 190,
198 (1983) (citingShetler v. Fink, 231 Md. 302, 306-07 (1963); Wnter
v. Director, 217 Md. 391, 395-96 (1958)). To determ ne what isinthe
child s best interest, the court nust consider the factors enunerat ed
inFL 8 5-313(c). Inaddition, whenthe child has been adj udi cat ed
Cl NA, as Abi agail was, the court nust consider the factors set forthin
FL 8§ 5-313(d). Becausethetrial court’s decisionmay forever deprive
t he parent of his or her fundanmental parental rights, see Sant osky v.
Kramer, 455 U. S. 745, 759 (1982), the court nmust nmake express fi ndi ngs

of fact respecting all of the applicable statutory factors. FL § 5-
313(c) and (d).
On review,

[oJur function. . . is not to determ ne whether, on the
evi dence, we m ght have reached a different concl usi on.
Rather, it isto decide only whet her there was sufficient
evi dence — by a cl ear and convi nci ng standard — t o support
t he chancel |l or’ s determ nation that it would be inthe best
interest of [thechild] toterm nate the parental rights of
the natural [parent]. |In making this decision, we nust
assune the truth of all the evidence, and of all of the
favorabl e i nferences fairly deduci bl e therefrom tendingto
support the factual conclusion of the trial court.
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I nre Adoption No. 09598, 77 Md. App. 511, 518 (1989) (citingPahanish
v. Western Trails, Inc., 69 Md. App. 342, 354 (1986)). Inreview ng
thecircuit court’s decision, therefore, “we nust ascertai n whether the
[court] considered the statutory criteria, whether its factual
determ nati ons were cl early erroneous, whet her the court properly
appliedthe |l aw, and whether it abusedits discretioninmkingits
determnation.” I nre Adoption/ Quardi an-shi p/ CAD No. 94339058, 120 M.
App. 88, 101 (1998) (citinglnre Adopti on/ Guardi anship No. 3598, 347
M. 295, 311 (1997)); see also In re Adoption/ Guardianship No.
T98314013, 133 Ml. App. 401, 416 (2000).

The appel | ant acknow edges that the trial court considered all of
the statutory factors applicabletothis case. She does not point to
any particul ar factual findingof the court that was clearly erroneous
and she does not argue that the court inproperly appliedthelaw She
argues, however, that given her young age at the ti ne of Abiagail’s
birth and t he hi story of sexual and physical abuse that |ed to her
adj udi cation as a CI NA, the court erred by failingto consider whet her
t he reuni fication services offered by the Depart nent were appropriate
or adequate.

At the conclusion of thetrial, the court reviewed all of the
evidence fromthe bench and made its ruling. The trial court’s
recitation of facts makes plainthat it took i nto considerationthe

abuse and trauma t hat t he appel | ant sust ai ned growi ng up and her young
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age at thetime of Abiagail’s birth. Indeed, the court nade reference
tothese facts repeatedly, and did soinconjunctionwithits express
consi deration of the nature of the reunification services offered by
t he Departnent. The court made plaininitsrulingthat, toits m nd,
t he appel | ant had been unwillingto conply with any of the terns of the
many servi ce agreenments i nt o whi ch she entered, and had rebuff ed nost
of the services that were offered to her. |ndeed, the court al so found
t hat the appellant's | evel of non-cooperation was such t hat had any
addi ti onal services beenoffered, inall |ikelihoodshe woul d have
refused them as well .

The record supports thetrial court’s findings; noreover, there
isnothingintherecordto support the appellant’s argunent that the
services that were of fered to her were i nadequat e or i nappropriate. To
be sure, the circunmstances of the appellant’s chil dhood have been
tragi c. Neverthel ess, there was sufficient evidence, under a cl ear and
convi nci ng evi dence standard, to support thetrial court’sultinmate
finding that thetermnation of the appellant’s parental rights was in

t he best interest of Abiagail.

JUDGVENT AFFI RMED. COSTS TO BE
PAI D BY APPELLANT.
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