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MEMORANDUM.

Respondent-appelant gppedls as of right from a juvenile court order terminating his parenta
rights to the minor children under MCL 712A.19b(3)(g); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(g) (the parent,
without regard to intent, fails to provide proper care for the child and there is no reasonable expectation
that the parent will be able to provide care within areasonable time). We affirm.

The juvenile court did not clearly err in finding that this statutory ground for termination was
established by clear and convincing evidence. MCR 5.974(1); In re Miller, 433 Mich 331, 337; 445
NwW2d 161 (1989). Although the record shows that respondent-appellant attended more parenting
classes than was required and faithfully attended visitation with the children, the record dso reveds that
respondent-appellant failed to prepare himsdlf to provide a proper home for the children. Based on the
record, respondent-appdlant had emotiona problems that interfered with his ability to ded adequatdy



with gress, with relaionships, and with the daily problems required of a parent. Although respondent-
gopellant’'s most recent counsdor, Robin Woolley, believed that respondent-appellant had made
progress and that there was no evidence that respondent-appellant could not be a parent, Woolley was
not aware that the children had some specia needs and had exhibited behaviora problems. Nor was
Woolley aware that, after being caught gseding from one employer, respondent-appelant was
discovered geding from his next employer. Respondent-appellant’ s testimony about not knowing what
he sgned and the other contradictory statements that he provided under oath made it clear that, not only
was respondent-appellant not credible, but he did not take respongbility for his actions. There was
other evidence of respondent-gppellant’s immaturity and failure to accept responsibility. Hefailsto pay
rent or utilities a his @rents home where he lives. Respondent-appelant had moved his pregnant
girlfriend into his parents home; she gave birth to histhird child just as this case was coming to acrucid
decison-making hearing. It is clear that respondent-gppellant continues to show a lack of maturity and
poor judgment. Further, respondent-appellant failed to show that termination of his parentd rights was
clearly not in the children’s best interests. MCL 712A.19b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5); Inre
Hall-Smith, 222 Mich App 470, 472-473; 564 NW2d 156 (1997). Thus, the juvenile court did not
er in terminating respondent-appelant’ s parentd rights to the children.

We afirm.
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