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did,here. It is the court toproper, as circuit enforce the as itorder is and
court, uponlet the Turkish arequest, make determination about whether

of custodythe transfer to the petitioner immediatelyshould occur or over
period.some transition

VIII

above,For the reasons stated we hold that the circuit court did not err
in ofgranting enforcement the Turkish custody order.

Affirmed.

DALIANIS, C.J., HICKS, CONBOY, BASSETT, JJ.,and and concurred.
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Randoms, Nashua, orally, petitioners.and for thebyValerie of briefC.

Manchester, orally,of and for theby respondent.briefHopkins,Lucinda

(father),B.,HICKS, II an order of therespondent, appealsThe G.J.
son,J.) his his(Stephen, terminating parental rights overCircuit Court

(child).B., Ill We affirm.G.
bytrial court theby supportedfacts found the or arefollowingThe were

2008, arrange-after makingIn the father was arrestedSeptemberrecord.
mother,toto have the child’strooper payments with an undercover state

felonyto a class AH., guiltyThe father pleadedMichelle murdered.
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indictment for criminal solicitation to commit murder principalas and/or
(2007), (2007).accomplice. RSA 629:2 currentlySee 626:8 He is anserving
sentence, witheight-to-twenty-year prison earlyan Augustrelease date of

16, 2016.
2, 2009,SeptemberOn Michelle H. died. It atappears point,that that

guardianship over the child was togranted grandfather,either his maternal
or both of his maternal grandparents, no certificate ofalthough appoint-

appearsment in the record.
2012,In February petitioners, Carolyn H.,the Robert H. and wifehis

forpetitioned guardianship over the child. recordThe indicates that Robert
is InMichelle H.’s cousin. their ex toparte grant petitionmotion their for
guardianship, petitionersthe thatalleged grandfatherthe child’s beenhad

ahospitalized after heartsuffering massive attack and was tounable care
for the They allegedchild. also that the grandmotherchild’s was unable to

for himcare due to “her own problemsmedical and limitations.” The
petitioners appointedwere temporary guardians 15,on February 2012.

(GAL)According report case,to the of the guardian ad litem in this the
grandfatherchild’s died in 2012February grandmotherand his in Julydied

year; meantime, 2012,of that in the in March the petitioners were
appointed permanent- guardians.

13, 2012,or JulyOn about petitionersthe filed a petition against the
(TPR)father for termination of parental over onrights groundsthe child of

abandonment; support, child;failure to educate or care for the and
conviction of attempt or solicitation to murder Michelle H. RSASee

VII(c) (2014).170-C:5, I, II, The petitioners alleged theythat wished to
theadopt child.

The trial court terminated the father’s onparental rights ofgrounds
to commit murder andattempt failure to andsupport, educate care for the

(1)The appeals,child. father arguing jurisdictionthat: the trial court lacked
(2)to parental rights;terminate his petitioners provethe did not beyond a

reasonable that fatherdoubt the failed to childsupport despite beingthe
(3)financially so;able to do the supportevidence did not oftermination the

(4)parental rights ground abandonment;father’s on the of and termination
of the parental rightsfather’s was not in the child’s best interest itwhen

contrarywas to his deceased mother’s wishes and was necessarynot for the
child’swelfare.

“A maycourt not parentalorder the termination rightsof theunless
petitioning party proves grounda forstatutory termination abeyond

O., 685, (2013).reasonable In re Devendoubt.” 165 N.H. 689 “We will not
a findingdisturb trial court’s that a ground for hastermination been proved

it is byunless the evidence orunsupported plainly erroneous as a matter of
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termination, itstatutory groundsfinds forat “After courtId. 693. thelaw.”
in best interest.”termination is the [child’s]further consider whethermust

(2009).146, 157 aG., requiresSuch determinationre 159 N.H.ZacharyIn
theorders isdispositionalof the alternativepossibleof whichassessment

to ofa the assumed interestdesirable, giving priorityundermost standard
unsup­findingtrial court’s unlesswill not disturb thethe child. Id. “We

Finally,a law.”as matter of Id.by plainlyor erroneousported the evidence
in asubject jurisdictionmatter this case iscircuit court hadwhether the

novo In the Matter Mallett &subjectof to de review.question law of
(2012).Mallett, 202, 207163 N.H.

subjectthe trial court lacked matterarguesfirst thatThe father
the child had beenrightshis becauseparentalto terminatejurisdiction

theyin and since obtainedresiding CarolynMassachusetts with Robert
February uponhim in 2012.The father reliesovertemporary guardianship

in court shall170-C.-3, pertinent part: probate“Theprovides,RSA which
thejurisdiction parent-over to terminateoriginal petitionshave exclusive

in the state is in thepresentwhen child involvedis orrelationshipchild the
in theguardianship agencyof an authorized locatedlegal custody legalor

(2014) added); (Supp.see(emphasisRSA also RSA 490-F:3state.” 170-C:3
2013) jurisdiction,in circuit court shall have thepart, that(providing, “[t]he

courts”).. . .upon probatethe formerpowers, and duties conferred
that of thecorrectlyIt that the father contends neitherappears

jurisdiction could be predicatedconditions which under RSA 170-C:3upon
—— guardianshipor existed atrequisite custodyor thephysical presence

was filed. Never-parental rightsthe time the for termination ofpetition
theless, statutory isapplicable authoritythe thatassertpetitioners “[t]he

ActCustody Jurisdiction Enforcement[and]the Uniform Child
(Uniform2013)(UCCJEA).” Custody(Supp.RSA ch. 458-A ChildSee

Theyinadopted Hampshire).Act Newand Enforcement asJurisdiction
(1)that thesupporting jurisdictiontwo under the UCCJEA:groundsassert

and ordersjurisdictioncircuit court “has exercised over entered several
legal of from 2009concerning legal custody guardianshipthe and [the child]

. . the. . .parental rights [which is]until . the court order to terminate
(2) the “homeHampshireof that is child’ssubject appeal”;this and New

filing petitionas of the of the to terminatestate” under the UCCJEA date
458-A:l, we thatrights. agreefather’s See RSA VII. Becauseparentalthe

UCCJEA, we tothe declinejurisdictionfirst undersupportsthe basis
addition, an firstpresentsIn as this case issue ofsecond.address the

jurisdictions guidance.of forwe look to decisions otherimpression,

jurisdictiona this has towhen court of stategovernsThe UCCJEA
custody RSA 458-A:12-:15.modifyor a determination. Seemake child
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custody defined,is in part,“Child determination” relevant to mean “a
decree, or other of ajudgment, providing legalorder court for the custody,

custody, 458-A:l,or visitation aphysical respectwith to child.”RSA III. We
hold that a TPR is custodydecision a child determination for ofpurposes

458-A:l, (definingthe UCCJEA. See RSA IV “[c]hild-custody proceeding”
mean, in part,to relevant in whichproceeding legal custody,“[a] physical

or withcustody, visitation to a child is an . . .respect including]issue a
proceeding for . . of parental. termination Inrights”); re Welfare of

(Minn.D.M.T.-R., 759, 2011)Children 802 App.N.W.2d 763 Ct. (statingof
UCCJEA,that athe ‘child custody“[u]nder determination’ includes

in J.C.B.,determinations made . . . TPR proceedings”); In re 209 S.W.3d
(Tex. 2006)821, 824 that toApp. (noting parental“actions terminate rights

determinations”).fall custodywithin the of childscope
inThe TPR decision this case was not the initial child custody determi-

458-A:l,nation for ofpurposes the RSAUCCJEA. See VIII (defining
to“[i]nitial determination” mean “the child-custodyfirst determination

child”).concerning a particular The initial child custody determination was
the theappointment of child’s maternal orgrandfather, both maternal

asgrandparents, guardian(s)his following Michelle H.’s death. Although
we not providedwere the certificate of appointment, inreferences the
record to a Family indicate,Merrimack Division 2009 docket number and
the doparties dispute,not that the initial custody determination was made
by a HampshireNew court. Accordingly, we must determine whether the

jurisdiction,circuit court pursuant UCCJEA,retained to the to make a
TPR determination with to child.respect the

458-A:13,1 provides:RSA

I. asExcept otherwise in RSAprovided 458-A:15 with[dealing
emergencytemporary jurisdiction], a ofcourt this state which has

a child-custodymade determination consistent with RSA458-A:12
[providing jurisdictionfor to make initial child-custody determi-

or jurisdictionRSA 458-A:14 [dealingnation] with to amodify
custodychild bydetermination made a court of another hasstate]

exclusive, continuing jurisdiction over the determination until:
(a) A ofcourt this state determines that neither the

child, nor the child parent,and one nor childthe and a
person acting as a parent significanthave a connection
with this state and that substantial evidence no longeris

care,in thisavailable state theconcerning pro-child’s
tection, training, personal relationships;and or
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state(b) a court of anotherA this state orcourt of
child, anychild’s andparents,the thethatdetermines

in thisresidepresentlya do notacting parentasperson
state.

added). note for of the458-A:13, purposesI We that(emphasisRSA
ain is modificationUCCJEA, this case consideredthe TPR determination

ait was “made afterdeterminations becauseguardianshipthe previousof
458-A:l, XIRSAconcerning the same child.”determinationprevious

thatchild-custodymean “a determinationto(defining “Modification”
after a previousor otherwise madechanges, isreplaces, supersedes,

child, bynot it is thethe same whether or madeconcerningdetermination
determination”).previousmade thecourt that

the determinationsanynot that ofIt has been demonstrated
(a) (b) inor have been made this case. As thein subparagraphsenumerated

for at leastHampshire]the “had resided Newargue, [inchildpetitioners
the For Termination Offiling subjectfive to Petitionyears previousthe
5 with[in Massachusetts] [thefor the monthsRights, exceptParental

to isrelating: . all of the information the childVirtually. .petitioners]
Thus, juris­hadHampshire.” continuingthe circuit courtlocated in New

addition, father incarcerated in Newpresentlydiction. In as the is
here.Hampshire, he still resides

H.L.A.D.,nearlythis on all fours with In re 646We note that case is
(N.C.(N.C. 2008),2007), inaff'd, 655 S.E.2d 712 whichApp.S.E.2d 425 Ct.

holdingits as follows:principalthe court summarized

order,State, initial custodya court this in an awardsWhen of
guardiansof a child custodial who thereafter move outcustody to

exclusive,Carolina, the courts of this State maintainof North
jurisdiction Child-Custodyto the Uniformcontinuing pursuant

aguardiansand Enforcement Act when the fileJurisdiction
action, parentalthe termination ofin a forpetition, separate

rights.

H.L.A.D.,re 646 at 428.In S.E.2d
H.L.A.D., parental rightshisappealedIn the father the termination of

out ofthat because the child resided state whendaughter, arguingover his
jurisdictionfiled, subjecttrial court lacked matterpetitionthe was the

provided:thatunder a statute

to hear andoriginal jurisdictioncourt shall have exclusive“[T]he
termination ofany petition relatingor motion todetermine

in,in, orfound is injuvenileto who resides isparental rights any
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custodythe or actual oflegal countya ofdepartment social
services or inchild-placing agencylicensed the district at the time

filing petitionof the of orthe motion.”

(amended(2005) 2007)).at §Id. 429 N.C. Gen.(quoting Stat. 7B-1101 The
affirmed, exclusive,courtappellate concluding that the trial court had

continuing jurisdiction under the See atUCCJEA. id. 432. theNoting
exclusive, exclusive,distinction original jurisdictionbetween and continuing

jurisdiction, the explained exclusive,court that the ofgrant original
jurisdiction to the 7B-1101,§district court under N.C. Gen. Stat. the“when

specified' exist[,]circumstances that . . . .[in . . not precludestatute] does
the district court’s exercise of injurisdiction incircumstances which the

‘exclusive,alreadycourt has jurisdiction’continuing pursuant to the
UCCJEA.” Id. at 430.

similarly 458-A:13,We I,note that andRSA 170-C:3 RSA indepen­
dently grant jurisdiction under the circumstances set forth in each. That
jurisdiction under is supportedone not on a given set of facts notdoes
preclude jurisdiction under the other. We thatconclude the trial court had

subjectcontinuing jurisdictionmatter 458-A:13,1,tounder RSA terminate
rightsthe father’s theparental over child.

We address the father’s next arguments together.two He contends
petitionersthat the not prove beyonddid a statutoryreasonable doubt the

TPR grounds supportof failure to and abandonment. We need not
determine grounds however,whether these were proved, because the trial
court found that a third ground was proved, and the father notdoes
challenge that onfinding appeal. Specifically, the court found that “a

VII(c)]statutory 170-C:5,basis exists under [RSA which attemptincludes
to commit murder.” find it to noWe be of moment that the court cited

murder,ratherattempt than tosolicitation commit the latter thebeing
convicted,offense of which the father stands because both offenses are

VII(c)170-C:5,included in RSA and the father’s record of conviction
adequately supports the solicitation ground. We further note that in his
motion for court,reconsideration before the trial the father stated: to“As
the Court’s thatfinding rights may[the father’s] be terminated theunder

VII(c)]..grounds 170-C:5,as set forth in . [RSA he thatconcedes he has
no defense to those particular grounds.” Because a TPR “petition bemay
granted thatwhere the court finds one of statutoryor more” the listed

(2014)exist, added),grounds RSA 170-C:5 (emphasis the father’s second
true,and third on appeal, providecontentions even if would no basis for

reversal.
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of child does notthe best interest theargues thatFinally, the father
His is essen-challengeparental rights.the father’ssupport terminating

tofirst, contrarythat termination washe contendstially pronged:two
and, second, that termination was notwishes, arguesheH.’sMichelle

in turn.We address eachthe child’swelfare.necessary protectto
H., death, the childher wantedthat Michelle “beforefather assertsThe

and“encouragedhis father” andrelationship withongoingto have an
to prison,the childrelationship by frequently transportingthispromoted

letters,in byandrelationshipof the herby importanceknown themaking
too illto when she was to doprisonthe childtransportescorts toarranging

interests, thethe child’sbestdeterminingHe thatargues “[i]nso herself.”
especiallycarry weight,child should considerablewishes for hermother’s

safetyand are intact.”securitychild’swhere the

what, any,if a mother’s wishes for herweightWe decline to determine
Rather, reiterate ourgiven analysis.in a best interest wechild should be

in proceed­dominant consideration terminationwell law that “[t]hesettled
child, prevailsthe which over the interests theings ... is the welfare of of

'added).(2010)R., 788, “The(emphasis159 792In re Adam N.H.parents.”
.. which thein the child’s best interest. concerns ofconclusion of what is

desirable,is most under adispositionalalternative orders thepossible
reto the assumed interest the child!’ Ingivingstandard priority of

(2001) added) omitted).M., 22, 28 (emphasis (quotation146Shannon N.H.

that father andtrial court “Michelle wantedacknowledged [theThe
court that father’s]have The noted “afterrelationship.” [thethe to achild]
that to reconcileattemptedincarceration the record demonstrates Michelle

tothat be in his life someimportant [the child]with and felt it was[him]
found, however, changedthat “a has since that time.”degree.” The court lot

in the home of the withSpecifically, “thriving” petitioners,the child was
”“found, The thewhom, ‘very,he was bonded.’ court noted thatthe GAL

in scouts. It alsodoing sportschild in school and was involved andwas well
who “verythat the child a child”“happynoted the GAL’s observation was

He his reasonsby [petitioners]. explainsmuch to theadoptedwants be
me, I lovetheycare of love me and them.”eloquently: theyand takesimply

omitted.) trialThe has shown no error in the court’s(Quotations father
overprevailed acknowledgedthe child’s interests theimplicit finding that

his mother.wishes of
parental rightstermination of his wasfather contends thatfinallyThe

“safety, security, welfare” wherenecessarynot to the child’s andprotect
child heto the of the andpetitioners’ guardianshipthe had consentedfather

prison.he is fromguardianship”to when releasedseeking [the]is “not undo
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The specifically challenges, by evidence,father as theunsupported the
observation in trialfollowing the court’s order:

Court forgravelyis concerned the welfare of if[T]he [the child] he
is in isplaced custodyfather’s] after he released from prison.[the
It be forverywill difficult when he It[the father] is released. will
be difficult for him to find employment redevelop his tradeand/or
and build clientele. He will face mayobstacles which create
financial especiallyburdens on raising youngsomeone a child.

The father thatargues record does not“[t]he show that the child will be
in theplaced custody; contraryfather’s on the the record shows that the

father supported permanentthe andguardianship upon his notrelease did
intend to guardianship.”contest the

A.,The father (1998),likens this case to In re William 142 N.H. 598 in
which we held that the termination of the mother’s parental was notrights

child,to ensure anecessary stable and secure environment for the who was
custodyin the of his A.,natural father and the father’s wife. In re William

142N.H. at 600.The infather WilliamA. tosought terminate the mother’s
rights thatparental so his wife adopt Nevertheless,could the child. Id. the

wife “expressed willingnessa to permit visitation between child and[the
too,the he,mother]” and the thatfather “indicated would be willing to allow

child],continued[the mother] visitation with provided[the that the visits
at addition,occurred his home.” InId. the mother consented to the

stepmother’s asappointment guardian.the child’s atlegal Id. 602. In
concluding that oftermination the mother’s parental rights was not

tonecessary environment,ensure the child’s andstable secure we stated
that does any by“[t]he record not reflect effort [the to reacquiremother]
legal or physical custody merelyof her son. She wanted the toright visit
him. The GAL suchtestified that visitation was consistent with child’s][the

interests,best the stepmother supportedand this view.”Id. at 601.

The facts of this differ. Thecase father did not “continuously giv[e]
the child to other persons long periods for,”for of time to (quotationcare id.
omitted), as A.,did the inmother William see id. at (noting599 that the
first placement mother,such by shortly birth,after child’s was familywith

nearby school);friends rather,so she could finish high he solicited another
to murder the child’s trialmother. As the court stated: are some“[T]here
decisions in life significantone makes that have consequences. The decision
to yourhire someone to murder child’s mother is ofone those examples,

whenespecially coupled with all other factors in thisthe case calling for
addition, here, A.,termination.” In in contrast to William the GAL opined

inthat “it is rights[the best interests to terminate hischild’s] father’s and
by”that he adopted petitioners.be the
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inplacedthe will beshowing]the “not that childFinally, as for record
father, hisbut, rather, “uponthat thecustody,” showingthe father’s

note that theguardianship,”not to contest the wedid intendreleased
custodyseekthat he did not intend totestimony onlyindicatedfather’s

him time after histhat it would take someaway. acknowledgedHeright
caringand be of forcapableto “reestablish lifeprison [his]release from

ofchild],” for a considerable amountparoleand that he would “be on[the
any kind ofseekingI wouldn’t beinitiallythen concluded: “Sotime.” He

added.)I wegot (Emphasis Accordingly,of him when out.”having custody
of thepossibilityin its concern about thevoicingfind no error the trial court

thehaving custodyfather of child.
“which of therequiredthe trial court was to determineUltimately,

rethe most desirable.” Inorders isdispositionalalternativepossible
omitted). that theM., The court found(quotation146 N.H. at 28Shannon

apetitioners,his home” with the“pre-adoptivechild inflourishingwas
lovingto a environment and offers the besthome that it noted be“appears

for future.” courtto a solid foundation Theopportunity provide [the child’s]
petitioners],that the and of“[t]hrough support [the [thealso found love

him the chance of future success.” Wefamilyis in a that offers bestchild]
isfinding “unsup-not the trial court’s best interestare thatpersuaded

a of law.” In reor erroneous as matterby plainlythe evidenceported
G.,Zachary 159 N.H. at 157.

Affirmed.

Conboy, Bassett,Dalianis, C.J., Lynn, JJ.,and concurred.and
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