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G.,GeorgeBarbara and self-represented petitioners, by brief.

(JohnLeBnm, P.A.,Goldman & of P.Concord LeBrun on the memo-
orally),randum of law and for the respondent.
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(Suzanne Gorman, assis-Foster, M. seniorattorney generalA.Joseph
law, and G.Stephenmemorandum ofattorney general,tant on the

ofLaBonte, orally), Hamp-for the State Newattorney general,assistant
shire, amicus curiae.as

G.,Dalianis, appeal an orderGeorgeThe Barbara andpetitioners,C.J.
— (Gordon, J.), denyingDivisionFamily6th Court Franklinof the Circuit

T.,mother,of the Ameliaparental rightsto terminate thepetitionstheir
children, T., T., thatJacoby They argueFaith and T.her three Aromover

(1) aprove beyondthat failed toconcluding theytrial court erred in:the
substantially continuously neglectedandreasonable doubt that the mother

(2)subsistence, education, care; tofailingor otherpay necessaryto for
circum-totalityinterest of the children and the of thebalance the best

(3) (2002stances; dismissing petitions chapterand their under RSA 169-C
2012).Supp.& We affirm.

found,court Faithsupports, followingThe record or the trial the facts.
2004, old and still inJuly 31, years highwas born when Amelia was sixteen

Faith has known the for most of her life and has livedpetitionersschool.
Jacoby,with them since 2007. Arom and who arecontinuously November

twins, 28, 2008, and, for a inJanuary except periodwere born two-week
2008,May theyhave lived with the since were born.petitioners

2008,In facing possibility proceedingsJune when Amelia was the of
Children,byinitiated the New Division for Youth andbeing Hampshire

(DCYF) children, petitioners,Families her care of the the whoregarding
Amelia, agreed temporary guardiansare not related to to become of the

9,onThey appointed permanent guardians Septemberthree children. were
and,During guardianship,2009. the the children have been well cared for

in all the as theirrespects, petitioners parents.consider
store,at acurrently employed departmentAmelia is where she works

and childthirty-two forty per pays supportbetween hours week. She
income;according to the based her the childguidelines upon support

amount is deducted from herautomatically paycheck by wage assignment.
(2004 2012).Supp. supervisedSee RSA 458-C:3 & She has visits with the

center,atchildren a visitation and she Faith each week.telephones
Otherwise, she has little involvement with the children.

petitioners petitions parental rightsThe filed to terminate Amelia’s over
children,all three to if thenoting adopt petitionstheir intent them were

(1)statutoryThe two for termination:granted. petitions alleged grounds
educate,to for assupport,that Amelia had failed or care the children

(2)170-C:5, (2002);defined in II and that she had failed to correctRSA
of or abuse under 169-C as defined in RSAneglect chapterconditions RSA

(2002).170-C:5, III
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to final the court determined that Amelia was neverhearing,Prior the
and,subject finding neglect pursuant chapterto a of abuse or to RSA 169-C

that the second for termination did not Conse-accordingly, ground apply.
quently, hearing proceeded single groundthe on the that Amelia failed to

subsistence, education,pay necessaryfor or other care for all three
children. the final the trial court thatFollowing two-day hearing, concluded

petitioners prove beyondthe failed to meet their burden to a reasonable
that Amelia had substantially continuously neglected paydoubt and to for

subsistence, education, and,necessary or other care accordingly, denied the
This followed.petitions. appeal

petitioners argueThe first that the trial court’s decision is unsupported
by the tocontrary judge’s findings. supportevidence and is the In of this
contention, athey lengthy they apparentlyoffer list of what consider to be

shortcomingsAmelia’s as a parent.

mayBefore the court order the termination a parent’s rights,of the
apetitioning party prove statutory groundmust for termination abeyond

(2012).K., 247,reasonable doubt. In re 163 N.H.Haley 249 We will affirm
the trial unsupported bycourt’s order unless it is the evidence or erroneous
as a matter of law. Id.

Here, the statutory ground for termination is set forth in RSA
170-C:5, II, which permits termination when the petitioning party has

doubt,proven, beyond a thatreasonable

able,although parent[] financiallythe substantially[is] [she has]
and continuously neglected to provide necessarythe child with
subsistence, mental,education or other care necessary for his
emotional, or physical health or substantially[has] and continu-

subsistence,ously neglected to suchpay education or otherfor
care legal custodywhen is with others.lodged

added.).(Emphases Because the arepetitioners permanentthe children’s
guardians, “legal custody State,lodgedis with others.” The as amicus
curiae, argues that the in the halfrequirement first of the statute that the

“mental, emotional,forparent provide the child’s or physical health”
when, here,applies as “legal custody lodgedis with others.” We disagree.

statute, able,”Under this if Amelia is “financially required onlyshe is to
subsistence, education,forpay or other provisioncare. The for and

“mental,ofmanagement necessary emotional,such care for the children’s
physicalor health” is the of inprovince legal custodythose whom is lodged.

Here, the trial court found thatimplicitly paidAmelia has the amount
for which she is “financially able.” The evidence thissupports implicit

Infinding. the guardianship proceeding, initiallyAmelia was ordered to pay
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(2004)463:13, Ifor the children. See RSAsupporta week as$11.00
orpersonover thecourt, appointedhas beenguardianwhen(authorizing

and mainte-child, support“to to theparentof to order contributeestate
courtat such times as theminor in such amounts andnance of the

reasonable”). began workingAmeliajustto and Whendetermines be
topaymentthe court increased heremployment,hours at heradditional

(2004)463:13, II court to revise(permittingper week. See RSA$68.00
having dutyor theparty partiesorder “as the circumstances of thesupport

trialmay require”).of the minor Theto and maintain or the benefitsupport
demonstrates,found, consistentlythat Amelia meetscourt and the record

obligation,Amelia’s theobligation. By increasing supportthis financial
“financiallywhat she was able”percourt determined that week was$68.00

provideweek is sufficient toperto The issue here is not whetherpay. $68.00
subsistence, mental,“necessaryor other care for [the]the education

Rather,emotional, of children. the issue isphysical youngor health” three
evidence that“financiallywhether Amelia is able” to do more. There was no

in supportAmelia could afford to more child than was ordered.pay
thatprove beyondthe did not a reasonable doubtAccordingly, petitioners

for termination had been met.groundthis

that the consideration of thepetitionersThe next assert dominant
in termination is the welfare of the child. We do notproceedingscourt

(2011)L., 611, 614See, (notingIn re Jack 161N.H. “dominantdisagree. e.g.,
child,proceedingsconsideration in termination ... is the welfare of the

However,prevails parents”).which over the interests of the before a
court,analysis by petition­can be undertaken the thewelfare-of-the-child

aprove statutory ground beyonders must a for termination reasonable
established,“If court muststatutory grounddoubt. Id. a is the then

Here,inconsider whether termination is the child’s best interest.” Id. the
and, therefore,statutoryfailed to a whetherpetitioners prove ground

termination was in the best interest of the children was not an issue before
the trial court.

trial inFinally, petitioners argue dismissingthe that the court erred
that Amelia failed toground upon allegationthe termination based their

leading finding neglectcorrect the conditions to a of child or abuse under
mayA for of bechapter petition parental rightsRSA 169-C. termination

if a reasonable doubt thatgranted petitioner proves beyond “[t]hethe
], a or undersubsequent finding neglectto of child abuse RSAparent[

169-C, to such aleadingfailed to correct the conditions[chapter] [has]
12 reasonable efforts under thefinding finding despitewithin months of the

170-C:5,conditions.” III.rectifydirection of the court to the RSA[circuit]
noted, however, petitionnever filed a forcorrectlyAs the trial court DCYF
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abuse or neglect against pursuant chapterAmelia to RSA 169-C. Accord-
ingly, the trial court did not err in dismissing petitions uponthe based this
ground.

Hampshire placesNew a thangreater emphasis manydo other
A., 598,States on 142preserving family relationships. In re William N.H.

(1998).600 And we have that imperfect parenting, particularlyunderscored
means,bywhen caused lack of financial anis insufficient basis for

H., 713,aterminating parent’s parental rights. See State v.Robert 118 N.H.
overruled,(1978), T.,718 grounds byon other In re 147Craig N.H. 739

(2002). We conclude that the trial court did not err in denying the
termination petitions.

Affirmed.
LynnHicks, Conboy, Bassett, JJ.,and concurred.
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