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PER CURIAM.

Respondent gppedls as of right from the family court order terminating her parenta rightsto the
minor child under MCL 712A.19b(3)(&)(ii), (c)(i), (9), and (j); MSA 27.3178(598.19b)(3)(a)(ii), (c)(i),
(9), and (j). We affirm.

In an gpped from an order terminating parenta rights, the tria 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 NwW2d 231 (1993). A finding is clearly erroneous when
the reviewing court is left with a definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been made. Inre
Newman, 189 Mich App 61, 65; 472 NW2d 38 (1991). Once the tria court finds at least one
gatutory ground for termination by clear and convincing evidence, the court must terminate parentd
rights unless it finds there has been a showing by the respondent that doing so 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 NW2d 156 (1997); In re Perry, 193 Mich App 648, 650-651; 484 NW2d 768
(1992); Inre Mclntyre, 192 Mich App 47, 50; 480 NW2d 293 (1991).

Respondent first aleges that athough a case service plan was prepared and adopted by the
court in accordance with MCL 712A.18f; MSA 27.3178(598.18f), to effectuate the reunification of the
family, the plan in this case was not formulated to meet the individual needs of respondent; thus,



respondent was unable to complete dl of the tasks assgned to her pursuant to the plan and was set up
for faillure from the onset of the case through termination of her parenta rights. Respondent argues that
in light of her dud diagnods of a mentd condition and drug addiction, petitioner was negligent in not
referring her to a trestment program which, according to the testimony of a therapist for Community
Mentd Hedth, could have best dedt with her dud diagnoss Respondent further mantains her
caseworker never referred her to life skills or domestic violence classes, thus depriving her of the
opportunity to conform to the requirements of the case service plan and violating her right to due
process under the Michigan and United States Condtitutions.

However, the evidence adduced at the termination hearing indicates that the case service plan
and services to be provided thereunder were in fact appropriate for respondent’s circumstances, and
the failure on respondent’s part to substantialy comply with the requirements of the plan, particularly
with respect to substance abuse, was not due to petitioner’s negligence in failing to provide the proper
services, but rather respondent’s inability to control her drug addiction. As respondent’s caseworker
tedtified, trestment of respondent’s drug addiction was a condition precedent to enralling her in the life
skills and domestic violence classes; respondent would not be able to succeed in such programs without
firdt getting her drug problem under control. Despite opportunities provided by petitioner to do <o,
respondent, by her own admisson, remained addicted to crack cocaine from the time the initid petition
had been filed to the termination proceedings. She tested positive for cocaine, failed to maintain regular
monthly contact with petitioner and, although she was referred to severa substance abuse programs
such as IARC, Odyssey House, Transtion House and DOT, she would appear but never follow
through or complete these programs.  Witnesses for petitioner condstently testified at the termination
proceeding that respondent’s main priority was cocaine, which directly impeded her ability to provide
for her own basic needs. In sum, the evidence belies respondent’ s contention that she was never given
the opportunity to even try to comply with the terms of the case sarvice plan due to petitioner’s
purported negligence in failing to implement individudized measures. Respondent’s argument in this
regard is therefore without merit.

Respondent next argues the tria court clearly erred in finding that the statutory grounds existed
for termination of her parentd rights. We disagree. As previoudy noted, only one statutory ground is
required for termination. In re Hall-Smith, supra. In the ingtant case, the trid court noted that the
origina petition aleged respondent suffered from serious psychologica problems, substance abuse, and
domestic violence resulting in the premature birth of the minor child. Reviewing the testimony of the
witnesses at the termination trid, the court concluded in pertinent part:

[The] Court concludes that mother [respondent] does, in fact, suffer from a
recognized menta illness known as schizo-affective disorder; that mother, during the
course of the treatment, generdly appeared with a poor appearance, disheveled, and
was unable to attend to her basic physica needs. She regularly required financia
assigance. She was argumentative and volatile. During one home vist, it was noted
that mother had no furniture in her house and that mother had sold her furniture for
drugs and appeared to be — not to have a able home. She was evicted from time to
time.



Multiple referrds were made for substance abuse trestment. Mother failed to
follow through. She would initidly make an attempt and then be discharged from the
program or voluntarily quit.

But to mother’s credit, she did follow through on Community Mentad Hedth
trestment and meeting dmogt dl of her gppointments a one time for a week. But
according to the therapist, she was focused on collecting financia assstance and not on
dedling with her problems

Mother was sdf-destructive, unable to care for her child, and unmotivated to
make fundamenta change in her life. Mother has a history of domestic violence.. . .

* % %

In the opinion of the therapist . . . mother was not agood risk for parenting, and
that the child would be placed a greeat risk of harm being placed with mother for the
reason that mother was unable to care for hersdlf, let done care for a child, dueto her
persstent chronic mentd illness and substance abuse problems. Mother dso had
positive drug screens for cocaine while under menta hedlth trestment.

* % %

The child in this case is a Specid-needs child suffering from asthma; every two
or three hours needs medication if — if sheis Sck, and requires frequent hospitaization.

It is Sgnificant in evaluaing mother’'s capacity as to mother’s past history with
gblings. Court notes that the maternd grandmother has custody of her other child
Angda And that, mother treated the child in question a age-inappropriate manner, that
is, seemingly unaware of the child's developmenta needs.

Although the trial court found respondent to be “articulate and frankly, likable,” the court further noted
respondent had visited the child eeven out of twenty-nine scheduled visits and hed faled to provide
financiad support for the child. The court concluded on the basis of respondent’ s failure to ded with the
issues of her menta illness and substance abuse, both of which required long-term treatment, and her
inability to ded with her own basic needs, she would be unable to properly parent a specia-needs child,
twenty-four hours a day, seven days aweek.

In light of the proofs, we find no clear error in the trid court’s determination that termination of
respondent’s parentad rights on the cited statutory grounds was supported by clear and convincing
evidence. Respondent presented no evidence to the contrary showing the termination of her parental
rignts was clealy not in the best interests of the child. ~ MCL 712A.190(5); MSA
27.3178(598.19b)(5).



Affirmed.
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