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MEMORANDUM.

Respondent apped s as of right the order taking jurisdiction over the minor child and making him
atemporary ward of the court. We affirm.

A petition was authorized asserting that the child came within the provisons of §2(b) of the
Juvenile Code, MCL 712A.2(b); MSA 27.3178(598.2)(b), because he showed signs of developmental
delay, respondent falled to follow professond recommendations to remedy the problems, the child
suffered from dentd disease due to excessive use of a bottle, respondent suffered from mentd illness
that may affect her parenting, and she denied knowledge of the identity of the child's father. After a
two-day hearing, the court found that the alegations in the petition were established. The court took
jurisdiction over the child, and placed him under court wardship.

To acquire jurisdiction in a child protective proceeding, the factfinder must determine by a
preponderance of the evidence that the child comes within the statutory requirements. In re Brock, 442
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Mich 101, 109; 499 NW2d 752 (1993). MCL 712A.2(b)(1); MSA 27.3178(598.2)(b)(1) provides
the court with jurisdiction over a juvenile whose parent, when able to do o, reglects or refuses to
provide proper or necessary support, education, medical, surgica, or other care necessary for hisor her
hedlth or moras, who is subject to a subgtantia risk of harm to his or her mentd well-being, who is
abandoned, or who is without proper custody or guardianship.

The evidence presented a the hearing supports the court’s finding of jurisdiction. The evidence
shows that respondent has falled to provide proper care for her child, and that dthough there may not
be arisk of physcd harm, there is arisk to his mental well-being. Given the testimony of the medica
and psychologica experts and respondent’ s own testimony, the court could find by a preponderance of
the evidence that the jurisdictional requirement was met. Brock, supra.

Affirmed.
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