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PER CURIAM.

In Docket No. 208290, respondents apped as of right the juvenile court order terminating their
parenta rights to the minor child, Keith Emerson Roberts, pursuant to MCL 712A.19b(3)(g), (i) and
(); MSA 27.3178(598.190)(3)(9), (i) and (j). In Docket No. 209299, respondent Michell Harris
gppeds as of right the juvenile court order terminating her parentd rights to the minor child, John Jay
Harris, Jr., pursuant to MCL 712A.19b(3)(b)(i), (b)(ii), (g) and (j); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(b)(i),
(D)), (@) and (j). We affirm.

Docket No. 208290

In Docket No. 208290, the triad court relied in pat on MCL 712A.19b(3)(i); MSA
27.3178(598.19b)(3)(i) (the parenta rights to one or more sblings of the child have been terminated
due to serious and chronic neglect) as a basis for terminating respondents parenta rights to minor Keith
Roberts. Respondents first argue on apped that the court’s reliance on this section of the statute was
error requiring reversa, because prior to the tria court’s ruling, this Court reversed the termination
decison rdating to the sbling, minor John Harris, Jr., and remanded the case to the trid court for a
dispostiond hearing.

Only one gatutory ground is required for termination. In terminating respondents parentd
rights to minor Keith Roberts, the trial court aso relied on MCL 712A.19b(3)(g) and (j); MSA
27.3178(598.190b)(3)(g) and (j). Oncethetria court finds a least one statutory ground for termination
by clear and convincing evidence, the court must terminate parentd rights unless it finds that there has
been a showing by the respondent that doing o is clearly not in the child's best interests. MCL
712A.19b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5); In re Hall-Smith, 222 Mich App 470, 472-473; 564
NwW2d 156 (1997); In re Mclntyre, 192 Mich App 47, 50; 480 NW2d 293 (1991). Thus, any error
inthisregard is harmless,

Respondents next argue that the trid court clearly erred in finding that the statutory grounds for
termination under 88 19b(3)(g) and (j) were established by clear and convincing evidence. We
disagree.

In an apped from an order terminating parentd rights, the trid court’s findings of fact are
reviewed for clear error. MCR 5.974(1); In re Miller, 433 Mich 331, 337; 445 NW2d 161 (1989);
In re Vasquez, 199 Mich App 44, 51; 501 NW2d 231 (1993). A finding of fact is clearly erroneous
if, dthough there is evidence to support it, the reviewing court is left with the definite and firm conviction
that a mistake has been made. 1d. Consstent with this standard, deference must be accorded to the
trial court’s assessment of the credibility of the withesses before it. In re Newman, 189 Mich App 61,
65; 472 NW2d 38 (1991). Once thetrid court finds at least one statutory ground for termination by
clear and convincing evidence, the court must terminate parentd rights unlessiit finds thet there has been
a showing by the respondent that doing so is clearly not in the child's best interests. MCL
712A.190(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5); In re Hall-Smith, supra at 472-473.



Witnesses who observed respondents vidts with the child testified that respondent Michell
became eadily frustrated when the child cried or was fussy, that she did not understand his cues and was
digtracted, that she had limited capabilities, and that she had unredligtic expectations of the child's
development. These witnesses further testified that respondent John interacted well with the child during
vigts, but did not initiate physica contact with the child.

In terminating respondents parentd rights to minor Keith Roberts, the court found that Michell
would be unable to properly parent the child until she resolved her persond issues reated to the traumas
she suffered as a child.  Although services were provided to her, Michdl failed to comply with many
aspects of the case service plan. The court was aso concerned with the instances of domestic violence
in Michdl’s rdaionships with men, noting that an environment of domestic violence would be an unfit
environment for a child. Michdl’s psychologicd evauations indicated that she had many persondity
traits that needed to be resolved before she could parent the child. Psychologica evauations and
testimony likewise indicated that John did not have the capacity to parent. One examiner fdt that
respondents would require daily monitoring, mentoring, support, and supervison if they were to be
given cugtody of the child. The court, in its findings, recognized that such extensve services could not
be provided by any agency. Based on observations by witnesses of respondents visits with the child
and ther fallure to make progress with the mental hedth specidist, make progress in two parenting
classes, and obtain suitable housing, jobs or an education, the court concluded that respondents failed to
provide proper care and custody for their child and there was no reasonable expectation that they
would be able to provide proper care and custody within a reasonable time consdering the child’' s age.

Respondents failed to show that termination of their parentd rights was clearly not in the child's
best interests. MCL 712A.190(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5). Thus, the tria court did not erin
terminating respondents parenta rights to the child. In re Hall-Smith, supra.

Docket No. 209299

Respondent Michdl Harris maintains that the tria court clearly erred in finding no reasonable
expectation that she would be able to provide proper care and custody of minor John Jay Harris, Jr.,
within a reasonable time and that termination of her parentd rights was not in the child’'s best interests.
We disagree.

Respondents and the child lived in a smal camper trailer which had no running water and was
extremely warm. The child was dressed ingppropriately for the weether conditions. It was observed by
the tedtifying witnesses that Michdl handled the child roughly and cdled him derogatory names, did not
properly hold and feed the child despite ingtruction on proper methods tailored to the child’s medica
condition (cleft palate), and attended parenting classes but did not benefit. The psychologica
evauaions admitted at the hearing indicated that Michdl had borderline intelectud functioning and a
wide range of psychological problems.

In terminating Michell’s parenta rights to minor John Harris, J., the court found thet the child
was neglected by respondent. The court noted that the child had specid needs and would be a
chdlenge for any parent, but was even more so for parents who were chalenged themsdves by
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intellectud and psychologica factors. The evidence of record indicated that Michell consstently fed the
child in an improper manner and dlowed hersdlf to deep through feedings, showed no understanding
that the child needed frequent and patient feeding, and lacked the psychologica and intellectud ability to
parent the child. The court noted that the child lost weight and was on the verge of a serious medica
catastrophe and could have died as a result of respondents neglect, and that under appropriate and
congstent feeding the child regained weight & amost an ounce a day. The court agreed with the
witnesses determination that the child showed symptoms of failure to thrive. The child lost more weight
than would have been expected while he was under respondent’s care, even though Michell was
informed about how the child needed to be handled. The child quickly gained back his heglth when he
received the necessary care and trestment in the hospital. Respondent was unwilling to take advantage
of support from human service agencies, became less involved in therapy and appeared to be failing her
school program.  With no support in place acceptable to respondent, the court found that there was
little likelihood thet she would acquire those skills within the next Sx months, the time limit set by the
independent psychologist for giving the child dability. On this bads, the court concluded that
termination of respondent’ s parentd rights was judtified.

We conclude that clear and convincing evidence was presented to support the termination of
Michdl’s parentd rights to minor John Jay Harris, . Michell presented no evidence to show that the
termination of her parentad rights was clearly not in the best interests of the child. MCL 712A.190(5);
MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5); In re Hall-Smith, supra. Thus, the trid court did not err in terminating
respondents parentd right to the child. 1d.

Affirmed.
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