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The “officially released” date that appears near the
beginning of each opinion is the date the opinion will
be published in the_Connecticut Law Journal or the
date it was released as a slip opinion. The operative
date for the beginning of all time periods for filing
postopinion motions and petitions for certification is
the “officially released” date appearing in the opinion.
In no event will any such motions be accepted before
the “officially released” date.

All opinions are subject to modification and technical
correction prior to official publication in the Connecti-
cut Reports and Connecticut Appellate Reports. In the
event of discrepancies between the electronic version
of an opinion and the print version appearing in the
Connecticut Law Journal and subsequently in the Con-
necticut Reports or Connecticut Appellate Reports, the
latest print version is to be considered authoritative.

The syllabus and procedural history accompanying
the opinion as it appears on the Commission on Official
Legal Publications Electronic Bulletin Board Service
and in the Connecticut Law Journal and bound volumes
of official reports are copyrighted by the Secretary of
the State, State of Connecticut, and may not be repro-
duced and distributed without the express written per-
mission of the Commission on Official Legal

Publications, Judicial Branch, State of Connecticut.
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Opinion

PER CURIAM. The respondent, Sandee B., the mother
of Kyle L., appeals from the judgment of the trial court
terminating her parental rights as to the minor child.!
The respondent claims that the court’s critical finding,
namely, that she had failed to achieve such a degree
of personal rehabilitation as would encourage the belief
that she could, within a reasonable time, assume a
responsible position in the life of the child, was not
supported by sufficient evidence. We affirm the judg-
ment of the trial court.

Certain facts and the procedural history are not in
dispute. The child was born on August 17, 2004. In
October, 2005, the department of children and families
first became involved with the family, regarding issues
of substance abuse and domestic violence. On Novem-
ber 30, 2005, the petitioner, the commissioner of chil-
dren and families, filed a neglect petition pursuant to
General Statutes § 46b-129, and on January 26, 2000,
the petitioner assumed custody of the child pursuant
to an order of temporary custody. The neglect petition
ultimately was granted on September 13, 2006, and the
child was committed to the petitioner’s custody and
guardianship.

On October 8, 2009, the petitioner filed this petition
for termination of parental rights,> on the ground that
the child previously had been adjudicated neglected
and that the respondent had “failed to achieve such
degree of personal rehabilitation as would encourage
the belief that within a reasonable time, considering the
age and needs of the child, such parent could assume a
responsible position in the life of the child . . . .” Gen-
eral Statutes § 17a-112 (j) (3) (B). The court, Benti-
vegna, J., held a three day trial in May, 2010, and, on
July 1, 2010, issued a lengthy memorandum of decision
and rendered judgment granting the petition. This
appeal followed.

The respondent’s sole claim is that the evidence does
not support the court’s finding that she had failed to
achieve the degree of personal rehabilitation specified
in the statute. We disagree.

We have reviewed fully the claims of the respondent,
both in her brief and in oral argument to this court, the
court’s memorandum of decision, and the record of the
case. The court’s findings are detailed, carefully and
thoroughly stated, and cover all of the statutory require-
ments. The evidence supporting each is, as well, thor-
oughly summarized by the court, and amply supports
the critical challenged finding. We cannot agree with
the respondent that the finding is not supported by
the evidence.

The judgment is affirmed.
*In accordance with the spirit and intent of General Statutes § 46b-142
(b) and Practice Book § 79-3, the names of the parties involved in this appeal



are not disclosed. The records and papers of this case shall be open for
inspection only to persons having a proper interest therein and upon order
of the Appellate Court.

!'The trial court terminated the parental rights of both parents of the
child. Only the respondent mother appealed. We therefore refer to the mother
as the respondent. The court-appointed attorney for the child supports the
position of the petitioner, the commissioner of children and families, that
the judgment should be affirmed.

2 The petitioner had filed an earlier petition for termination of parental
rights that the court, Hon. Samuel S. Goldstein, judge trial referee, denied
on March 4, 2008.




