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4/30/2020 concerning Mother; Exhibit 2: Investigative Report and Social Study of 

Missouri Children’s Division; Exhibit 3: Affidavit of Publication dated 2/3/2020 

concerning service by publication of D M; Exhibit 4: Waiver or Service of Summons by 

D M in cause no. 18sl-ju00154; Exhibit 5: D M’s Financial Statement of Parent or 

Custodian to the Family Court of St. Louis County; Exhibit 6: Paternity Judgment 

finding D M to be the Father of A G; Exhibit 7: Report from BJC Synchrony Project 

regarding A G, S G and AG (Sibling); Exhibit 8:.Putative Father Search Return; Exhibit 

9: Birth Certificate of AG (Sibling), Exhibit 10: Birth Certificate of A G, Exhibit 11: A J 

G General Consent to Termination of Parental Rights and Adoption of A G; Exhibit 12: 

DNA Test Report concerning paternity of A G and Exhibit 13: Psychological Evaluation 

of S G dated March 5, 2018 of Dr. . 

 At the request of the Attorney for the Juvenile Officer, the Court took judicial 

notice of the contents of the legal files in Cause Nos.:  (sibling file) 

 as well as  and (termination of parental 

rights files for juvenile and sibling).  

Children’s Division Case Manager  testified at the hearing.  The 

Court found the testimony presented by  to be credible. 

The case was submitted and taken under advisement on August 11, 2020.  

Based on the evidence adduced, the Court makes the following findings of fact 

by clear, cogent and convincing evidence: 

A. Introduction and background facts
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1. This Court has jurisdiction as required under Sections 211.031,

211.041, 211.181 and 211.442, et seq., RSMo. 

2. Mother, S.G., (“Mother” or

“S G”) date of birth February 26, 1 , is the mother of A G (“A” or 

“Child”) born November 13, .  At the time of A’s birth, Mother was 

married to A J G, date of birth January 21, .  However, a Paternity 

Judgment entered in cause number  by Division  of the 

St. Louis County Circuit Court determined that D M, is the natural father 

of A and that A J G was not the father of A.  The whereabouts of D.M. at 

the time of the termination hearing were unknown.  

3. The Child has been under the continuing jurisdiction of this Court 

pursuant to Sections 211.031, 211.041 and 211.181, RSMo, since April 

16, 2018 when the Child was adjudicated abused and/or neglected in 

Cause No.1 . 

. B. Findings Re.: Allegations of Abuse/Neglect of the Child (Section

211.447.5(2), RSMo): 

4. On or about February 14, 2018, the Juvenile Officer filed his

petition alleging that the Child had been neglected and/or abused, and 

therefore came within the provisions of Section 211.031.1(1) RSMo. 

5. On or about April 16, 2018, the Child was adjudicated by this Court

as neglected or abused.  Mother appeared in person, by counsel, and by 
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her Guardian ad Litem on that date at this adjudication and disposition 

hearing. Father failed to appear in person.  Father’s counsel appeared.  At 

that hearing, the Court found that the Child came within the provisions of 

Section 211.031.1(1) RSMo., in that the following allegations contained in 

the Juvenile Officer’s original Petition were found to be true by the Court:    

The juvenile, A G, is in need of care and treatment because the juvenile 
comes within the provisions of Section 211.031.1(1) of the Juvenile Code, 
to-wit:  

I. The juvenile is without proper care and custody and in risk of harm, for
the following reasons:  Between February 1, 2018 and February 6, 
2018, the juvenile’s infant sibling, A, was admitted to the hospital two 
separate time for poor weight gain and “failure to thrive likely due to 
poor caloric intake secondary to parental neglect”.  There were 
concerns about mother’s behavior in the hospital, including her leaving 
A alone in the hospital room on an exam table crying.  In addition, the 
juvenile’s mother was unwilling or unable to control this juvenile from 
wandering unsupervised in the hospital and climbing into the bed with 
A and laying on top of him.  Mother has a history of post-partum 
depression and schizophrenia and is not currently taking any 
medication for those conditions.

6. Eight dispositional review, permanency or permanency review

hearings were held between  April 2018 and August 2020 in the 

underlying neglect case, which all addressed issues including the 

permanency plans for the Child, custody, parental visitation and services 

for the parents and the Child. 

7. The evidence adduced at the termination hearing, and the findings

contained in this Judgment, support this Court’s conclusion that clear, 

cogent and convincing evidence exists to establish that the Child was 

abused or neglected, based on these previous proceedings. 
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8. The validity of that adjudication was not challenged in these 

proceedings. 

Having determined that the Child was abused/neglected, the Court 

considers the factors set out in Section 211.447.5(2), RSMo, and makes 

findings as follow:  

Findings Re:Mother S G and Father D M 

(a) Mental Condition.  Mother: There was competent evidence 

presented that the Mother suffers from several mental conditions which 

have impaired her parenting ability.  The psychologist, Dr. r 

indicated Mother’s mental condition of schizophrenia is “chronic and 

severe and she is not able to parent independently.”  At the time of the 

psychological evaluation, Mother was in a psychotic state and according 

Dr.  she did not present an awareness of her mental 

condition which creates an increased risk of non-compliance with medical 

treatment. Although, there was no direct competent evidence that 

Mother’s mental condition could not be reversed, Dr.  

report does suggest that Mother’s condition is chronic and renders Mother 

unable to knowingly provide the Child with necessary care, custody and 

control as it was her opinion that Mother could not parent independently.  

Dr.  also indicated that Mother “requires substantial support 

and oversight for the foreseeable future”.  See, Exhibit 1. Moreover, the 
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competent evidence did reveal that Mother was not consistent in obtaining 

the necessary mental health treatment that she needs throughout the 

pendency of this case and the underlying abuse and neglect case. It was 

reported at times that she refused to obtain medical treatment. See, 

Exhibit 7. Further, during the pendency of the underlying case attempts 

were made to enroll Mother in a Synchrony parenting classes but she was 

unable to engage and fully participate in the process.  The Synchrony 

report indicated that Mother appeared “completely incapable of parenting 

children in her current state.” See, Exhibit 7.   Group parenting classes 

and one on one parenting coaching were deemed inappropriate at the 

time due to Mother’s condition.  The court notes that the two psychological 

evaluations of Mother (Exhibits 1 and 13) completed two years apart, with 

the second evaluation completed within a few months of the termination 

hearing, reveal that Mother’s mental condition and her inconsistency in 

obtaining medical treatment therefor is essentially unchanged.  The Court 

finds that the evidence, in particular the opinions expressed by and the 

observations made by the medical experts contained in Exhibit 1, 7 and 

13, shows by clear, convincing and cogent evidence that Mother suffers 

from mental condition that is permanent and because of mother’s lack of 

consistency with her medical treatment for her condition renders her 

unable to knowingly provide the Child the necessary care, custody and 

control.   
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Father:  There was no evidence that Father suffered from a mental 

condition which cannot be reversed and which render father unable to 

knowingly provide the Child the necessary care, custody and control.  

(b).  Chemical Dependency.  Mother:  There was no evidence that 

Mother has suffered from chemical dependency which prevents the parent 

from consistently providing the necessary care, custody and control of the 

Child and which cannot be treated so as to enable the parent to 

consistently provide such care, custody and control.   

Father:   No evidence was presented that Father suffers from chemical 

dependency which could not be treated and which prevents him from 

consistently providing the Child with necessary care, custody and control.  

D M has had no contact with the juvenile officer, the court or Children’s 

Division during the pendency of the underlying abuse and neglect case1 or 

during the pendency of the instant case.  Therefore, no evidence is 

available to enable the Court to make the determination as to this factor. 

(c) Acts of Abuse by parents: There was no evidence presented that 

Mother or Father committed any severe or recurrent acts of physical, 

emotional or sexual abuse toward the Child or any other child in the family.   

(d.) Act of Abuse by others.: There was no evidence that any other 

person has committed any severe or recurrent act of physical, emotional 

1 Father was personally served in the underlying abuse and neglect case and also executed a Waiver of Service of 

Summons therein.  
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or sexual abuse toward the Child or any child in the family under 

circumstances indicating that the Mother or Father knew or should have 

known of the act. 

(e) Failure to Provide.  The Court finds by clear, cogent and

convincing evidence that Mother and Father have repeatedly and 

continuously failed, although physically or financially able, to provide the 

Child with adequate food, clothing, shelter or other care and control 

necessary for the Child's physical, mental or emotional health and 

development.  The reports contained in the underlying court file indicate 

that Mother had been employed in the past and was at some point 

receiving social security disability thus indicating she had some ability to 

support the Child financially. Although Mother does suffer from a severe 

mental condition, there was no evidence that the mental condition itself, or 

if properly treated, precludes employment, rather it was Mother’s 

inconsistency with her medical treatment that renders Mother unable to 

parent the Child or provide support for the Child. No other evidence was 

presented to suggest that Mother or Father lacked the ability to obtain, or 

maintain, employment so as to allow them to contribute to the care, 

custody and control of the Child. Evidence was presented that showed 

Mother and Father had not provided any financial support for the Child 

during the time that the Child has been in care. The evidence also 

established that the Child came into care as a result of malnutrition of the 

Child’s sibling and Mother’s failure to supervise the minor Child while the 
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sibling was being treated in the hospital. Although Mother has had many 

visits with the Child, Mother had difficulty in engaging with the Child and 

his sibling at times.  She was observed to be disinterested in the Children 

and was observed to be reading to herself and not paying attention to the 

children during the visits.   Father did not attend any or schedule any visits 

with the Child. 

C. Findings Re: Abandonment by Father (Section 211.447.5(1)RSMo.

As noted above, although Father was served in the underlying

abuse and neglect case and executed a waiver of service of summons, 

Father has not participated in any of the court proceedings or maintained 

any contact or communication with the juvenile officer, Children’s Division 

or the Child.  Father’s whereabouts have been unknown since he was 

served in the underlying case. Father has not performed any of the 

services required of him, he has not had any visits with the Child and has 

not sought any visits with the Child.  Father, without good cause, has 

made no provision for support of the Child or attempted to visit or 

communicate with the Child for a period of six months or longer 

immediately prior to the filing of the Petition to Terminate Parental Rights 

filed in this case.    Therefore, the court finds that the evidence adduced 

demonstrates by clear, cogent and convincing evidence that Father has 

abandoned the Child as contemplated by the provisions of Section 

211.447.5(1) RSMo. 

D. Findings Re: Failure to Rectify (Section 211.447.5(3), RSMo):
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The Child has been continuously under the jurisdiction of the Family Court 

since April 16, 2018 a period of over one year and: (1) the neglect/abuse 

conditions that lead to adjudication persist or (2) conditions of a potentially 

harmful nature continue to exist, or (3) the continuation of the parent/child 

relationships greatly diminishes the Child’s prospects for early integration 

into a stable and permanent home. 

The Court considers the statutory factors set out in Section 

211.447.5(3) RSMo, and makes findings as follows:  

Findings Re: Respondent-Mother: 

(a.) Service plan. The Court finds by clear, cogent and 

convincing evidence that Mother entered into a written service plan 

with the Children’s Division which delineated her responsibilities to 

achieve reunification. Additionally, Mother was ordered by this 

Court to participate in Court ordered services.  The Court required -

Mother to obtain a psychological evaluation and parenting 

assessment, to obtain an updated psychological evaluation and to 

follow the recommendations of the psychological evaluations; visit 

with the Child, supervised by Children’s Division; to complete a 

psychiatric evaluation, to sign releases and to participate in a 

parent education program at Washington University’s Synchrony 

Project. Although Mother did complete the psychological 

evaluations, she failed to follow the recommendations of the 

evaluations and assessments.  She refused to sign releases which 
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would have allowed Children’s Division access to her psychiatric 

records, she failed to keep regular appointments at BJC and take 

the psychiatric medication prescribed for her schizophrenia 

diagnosis on a consistent basis.  As noted above, Mother was 

unable to complete the Synchrony Parenting Classes. Also, as 

discussed above, Mother has made no financial contribution to the 

support of the minor Child and although she has exercised her 

visits with the Child she has not engaged with the Child during the 

visits. In more than the two years from the time jurisdiction was 

taken in this case through the termination of parental rights hearing, 

Mother did not make progress to reunification and was in no better 

position at the time of the termination hearing to parent the Child 

than she was in April, 2018 when formal jurisdiction was taken by 

the Court.   

Moreover, the failure of Mother to comply with her Court-ordered 

services, in particular her failure to consistently comply with the 

medical treatment and to take the medication required to address 

her severe mental condition, are conditions of a potentially harmful 

nature that exist at this time and are likely to continue to persist and 

cause future harm to the Child. 

Father 

Father signed a waiver of service and an attorney was appointed 

for Father.  However, Father did not appear at the adjudication and 
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disposition hearing or any of the subsequent court proceedings.  

Father was ordered to participate in random/drug/alcohol screens 

at least two times a month and he was granted visitation as 

supervised by Children’s Division.  Father did not engage in any 

Court’s ordered services, he did not sign a written service 

agreement, he did not engage or attempt to engage in any visitation 

with the Child.  Father has not provided any financial support to the 

Child.  

(b.) Success or failure of efforts to aid parents. Mother. The 

Missouri Children’s Division made diligent efforts to assist Mother 

with engaging in services.  The Court finds that the Children’s 

Division consistently made arrangements for visits between Mother 

and Child and provided assistance to Mother for her to participate 

in her Court-Ordered services.  The court finds that Children’s 

Division made reasonable efforts towards continuing the parent 

child relationship and towards reunification. 

Father.  As noted, an attorney was appointed for Father but due to 

his failure to appear at any court proceeding the attorney 

appointment was set aside.  Children’s Division was unable to 

make reasonable and diligent efforts towards facilitating the 

father/child relationship because Children’s Division was unable to 

locate Father and he failed to contact Children’s Division or 
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complete any of his services or attempt to have contact with the 

Child.  

(c.) Mental Condition.  Mother. As discussed above the court 

does find that there was clear, cogent and convincing evidence that 

the Mother suffers from a mental condition which is permanent or 

cannot be reversed, which renders Mother unable to knowingly 

provide the Child the necessary care, custody and control, 

specifically because Mother fails to be consistent with appropriate 

medical treatment for the condition and fails to consistently take the 

required medication to treat the condition.  Mother also failed to 

provide Children’s Division with the necessary releases to enable 

Children’s Division to obtain Mother’s psychiatric records to permit 

Children’s Division to determine other services that may be 

available to Mother. 

Father.   As discussed above, there was no evidence that Father 

suffers from a mental condition that is permanent or that cannot be 

reversed that renders Father unable to knowingly provide the Child 

the necessary care, custody and control. 

(d) Chemical Dependency.  Mother:  There was no evidence

that Mother has suffered from chemical dependency which 

prevents her from consistently providing the necessary care, 

custody and control of the Child and which cannot be treated so as 
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to enable her to consistently provide such care, custody and 

control.   

Father:   No evidence was presented that Father suffers from 

chemical dependency which could not be treated and which 

prevents him from consistently providing the Child with necessary 

care, custody and control.  D M has had no contact with the 

juvenile officer, the court or Children’s Division during the 

pendency of the underlying abuse and neglect case2 or during the 

pendency of the instant case.  Therefore, no evidence is available 

to enable the Court to make the determination as to this factor.     

E. Summary of Findings.  Based on the evidence presented, the Court finds

that the allegations of the Petition to terminate Parental Rights and the findings 

and conclusions above have been proven by clear, cogent and convincing 

evidence and justify the termination of the parental rights of Mother and Father 

pursuant to Sections 211.447.5(2) and 211.447.5(3) and additionally support 

termination of Father’s parental rights pursuant to Section 211.447.5(1). The 

Court further finds that there exists clear, cogent and convincing evidence that 

based upon past conditions and the conditions existing at the time of the 

termination hearing, continuation of the parent-child relationship between Mother 

and Father with the Child would likely cause further harm to the Child and would 

have a detrimental impact on the Child.  Mother’s ongoing and long-term failure 

2 Father was personally served in the underlying abuse and neglect case and also executed a Waiver of Service of 

Summons therein.  
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to adjust her circumstances, in particular her failure to acknowledge the extent of 

her mental condition and her failure to obtain consistent medical care and take 

required medication for her mental condition, to be able to resume custody of the 

Child is convincingly linked to the likelihood that she will not be able to do so in 

the foreseeable future, thus causing future harm to the Child. 

F. Best Interest Findings (Section 211.447.7, RSMo,):

The court finds that the Juvenile Officer has proven by a preponderance of the 

evidence that termination of the parental rights of Mother and Father is in the best 

interest of the Child.  The court-appointed Guardian ad Litem, the Court appointed 

Special Advocate for the Child throughout the duration of the neglect and termination 

cases and the Children’s Division case manager have all rendered their opinions that 

termination of parental rights of Mother and Father would be in the best interest of the 

Child.  In addition, the Court makes the required statutory findings to determine that the 

termination of parental rights of each parent is in the best interest of the minor Child. 

(a) Emotional ties, visitation and contact. T

Mother.  Although Mother has visited with the Child on several occasions, 

she has missed visits and failed to schedule some visits.   As discussed 

herein, Mother has not engaged with the Child during such visits and 

appeared to lack insight as to the Child’s needs.  In addition, the evidence 

at the hearing indicated that Mother was observed to engage in “parallel 

play” with the Child and his sibling during visits.  The observations 

reported and the evidence presented did not reflect a strong emotional 

connection between the Child and Mother. See, Exhibit 7.   
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Father. The Child has had no visitation with Father and there was no 

competent evidence established that the Child has any emotional bond 

with Father.   The Child does not know Father and has no emotional tie to 

him.  

(b) Financial Support. Neither Mother nor Father have contributed to

the costs of care and maintenance for the Child, although Mother did bring 

food or other items to visits on occasion. 

(c) Additional Services.  Based upon the evidence presented, the

Court finds there is reasonable cause to believe that additional services 

would not likely bring about a lasting adjustment by Mother or Father so as 

to enable the placement of the Child with her within an ascertainable 

period of time.  The past conduct of Mother as well as her failure to obtain 

consistent care and treatment for her mental condition demonstrates that 

continuing to maintain her legal parental relationship to the Child would 

cause present and future harm as to the Child. 

 Based upon the evidence presented and Father’s failure to comply with 

any court ordered services, the Court finds there is reasonable cause to 

believe that additional services would not likely bring about a lasting 

adjustment by Father so as to enable the placement of the Child with him 

within an ascertainable period of time.   

(d) Disinterest or lack of commitment to Child. As noted Mother

failed to engage with the minor Child during some visits and wasn’t always 

consistent in her visits with the Child, although the evidence was clear that 
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12. , the court appointed guardian ad litem for Mother, has

rendered services on behalf of the Mother and shall submit her request for

attorney’s fees within thirty (30) days of this Judgment.

WHEREFORE, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that 

the parental rights of the following persons to A G, the Child, born on November 13, 

2014 are hereby terminated: 

a. S G, mother of the Child, and
b. DM, father of the Child, 

The Court continues jurisdiction over the Child pursuant to Section 211.031 and 

211.041, RSMo, and ORDERS that the legal and physical custody of said Child remain 

with Missouri’s Children's Division for foster care and for recommendation to the Court 

concerning transfer of lawful custody from foster care to the best available adoptive 

parent(s).  The Court, upon receipt of such recommendation, may transfer the lawful 

custody for purposes of adoption to the best available adoptive home, subject to the 

right to supervise the care of the Child and right to resume custody being retained by 

the Missouri Children's Division, without cost to the County and subject to the continuing 

jurisdiction of the Court pursuant to Section 211.041, RSMo. 

     Cause is set for a review hearing in the related abuse and neglect case (Cause 

no.   on November 5, 2020 at 1pm unless an order for transfer of lawful 

custody of said Child for purposes of adoption is submitted and approved by the Court 

prior to such date. 

, the guardian ad litem for the Child, appointed pursuant to § 

211.462,RSMo, is awarded a fee of __$523.00____________for services rendered in 






