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MEMORANDUM.

Respondents gpped as of right from the family court’s order terminating their parenta rights
with respect to the three involved minor children pursuant to MCL 712A.19b(3)(b)(i) and (ii), (c)(i), (Q)
and (j); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(b)(i) and (ii), (c)(i), (g) and (j). We afirm.

Our review of the record reveds that the family court did not clearly err in determining that a
gatutory ground for termination was established by clear and convincing evidence. MCR 5.974(1); In
re Miller, 433 Mich 331, 337; 445 NW2d 161 (1989). The lower court record showed that the
children remained in care for amost three continuous years while respondents attended counseling and
therapy to address the father’s physical abuse and the mother’ s previous failures to protect the children



from abuse, but that after dl this time respondents achieved only minima progress. The father faled to
interndize any behaviord modification of his aggressve, impulsve and violent behavior or accept
responsbility for his abusive behaviors, and tesimony indicated that the father would require severd
years of involved therapy to incorporate behaviord changes. The mother continued throughout the
children’s placement in care to excuse the father's ingppropriate behaviors, and demondrated a
reluctance to stland up againg the father and a continued lack of appropriate interaction with the
children. In light of respondents lack of progress, termination was warranted pursuant to MCL
712A.190(3)(c)(i); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(c)(i). Thus, we need not specifically address the
dternative grounds cited by the family court. Although the father contends that the court neglected
condderation of his testimony that his counseling and thergpy greatly benefited him, the court certainly
was aware of the father’s tesimony and necessarily discredited it in reaching the decison to terminate
respondents parenta rights. Miller, supra.

Furthermore, in light of evidence showing each child's specid needs, respondents’ prior failures
to ether recognize the children's needs or secure recommended trestment for those needs, and
respondents falures to otherwise show that the children’s return to the parentd home clearly would
serve the children’s best interests, the family court properly concluded that termination of respondents
parenta rights best served the children’sinterests. MCL 712A.190b(5); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(5).

Affirmed.
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